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ABSTBACT * ♦ . 

The purpose of this task force ¥as to study the 
program, facilities, and alternatives of th« Highline School District 
as they relate to enrollment decline. Specifically, the task force 
was to establish criteria for idehtif ying facilities where changes 
shouia be considered; identify and .prioritize alternatives for use of 
excess classroom space; and determine a process for infolving the 
community in the development of awareness and understanding and for 
providing input prior to making changes in ^schools because of 
enrollment decline. The categories used in evaluatin^baildings were 
educational adeguacy, operational cbsts, enrollment, percent of 
enrollment decline, airport noise impact, alternate use factor, 
"ode^^^SaiJ-OD potential, building capacity, and traffic and^afety " 
.considerations. The process for community involvement consists of 
four stages— orientation to declining enrollment and its 
ramifications, input/output, school board's 'decision and postdecision 
i,nformatio« dissemination, and implementation. It *^s determined ' 

e far as 4ise of facilities is, concerned, educational needs 

should be cohsidered first, community needs second, private or 
commercial needs third, -and redevelo^jment * fourth. The specif i'fc 
rex:ommendations >of the ta^k force are included. (Author/IRT) 
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■ Fo reword' 



During recenf years, fhe change from increasing fo declining enrollment « 
paftems has caused a growing concern among educators and facility planners. 
This nation-wide trend has been effected largely through such factors as planned 
parenthood, birth control measures, and changes in societal values. All of these 
'factors have caused enrollments to slirink drastically at the lower and middle 
grades, and is gradualjy^ffecting upper grade levels. 

In the Highline School District we have witnessed this change in pppjjIoHon 
by age letvel and have felt the ^crease in the elementary, and to some degree 
the junior hig^h, enrollment. Highline has had to contend with anpther factor— 
airporf expansion. ^,„. - -^^ 

During the pasf decade, fhe Seaftle-Tacoma(Airpprt, located in 'f he-eenfer 
of the Highline School Disfricf, hqs expanded ifs facilifies and "clear zone" 
pr6pert^ fo include several hundred homes. This in fum has led fo furfher decline 
in enrol Imenf in fhe schools, porficularl^ those nearesf fhe^aifporf. Furfl;^er 
airporf expansion will confinue fo reduce the number of ^fudenfs enrolled in fhe 
Highline School Disfricf over fhe nexf several years/ . f 

Because of these factors and the available space in school buildings, it 

becomes evident that very careful and complete planning is required to meet the 

challenge of declining enrol Iment^and the needs of students, parents, .staff and 

other taxpayers of the community. • 

t 

It is with this background that the study was undertaken. 

^Robert bi Sealey 
. . Superintendent * 

MDS:pm . - 3 
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e Facilify Consid^fions secfion of fhe Reporf of fhe Task Force 
on Declining^rollmenf was updated in November, 19^5 by 
^ ' Dr* James ^emings and Dr. Doyle Winfe^ ' 

V 

The purpose of fhe updafe vTcn fo use October 1, 1975 enrollment 
ff ' ' . • ' 

figures fo revise the School Facility Evaluation Matrix (Table *1) 
located on page 30 of this reports In addition, adtual costs for the 
^ . 1974-75 school year were usec^as'well as projected costs for the- 

1975-76 school year, ' ' ^ ' 
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TASK FORCE - ENROLLMENJ DECLINE 
Infroduction 

Purpose of fhe Task Force Study 

The purpose of fhis Task Force was to study the programs and facilities as they 
relate to the ehrt^llment decline of the Highline School District. Specif icqlly, the 
Tqsk Force was to: 1) establish criteria for identifying facilities where changes sKould 
be corlsidered; 2) identify and, prioritize alternatives for use" of excess classroom space 
or entire buiJdings, and 3) assess the needs of the community, identify the groups that 
would be affected and suggest ways for involving them in providing input prior to the 
determination of uses of space. Ther final task was to establish procedures in whicfh the 
above criteria and olternatives could'be.applied consistently and objectively to all 
facilities where enrollment decline suggests space will become available. 

Identification of Need for Task Porce 

School districts in nearly all areas of the United States have for years been 
geared |o meeting demands for adding facilities resulting \vom steady increasing . 
enrollments. ■ * * 

The Highline. School Disfricf reached a peak enrollment of 30,843 students in 
regular programs, K.- 12, during the 1967-68 school year.* The decline in enrollment 
which began, in 1968-6,9 has continued untiJ October 1st, 1974, when 24,091 students 
were enrolled. The decline during this seven-/ear period represents 6,752 students or 
21 .9%. Approximately 92% of the decline has been in elementary schools (6,207); 
the junior highs are beginning to show a decline (691) while the senior highs have 
shown a slight increase (146) as the peak enrollment moves through the grade. levels i 
To' further illush-ate this pattern of decline, during the 1967-68 school year only five • 
elementary schools had enrollments of less than 400 students with twp schools having 
enrollments of less than 300 students. As of October 1st, 1974 the Highline District ' 
had 24 elementary schools operating with enrollments of fess than 400 students, 13 of 
these having less than *300 students. Enrol^ment is expected to continue to decline 
until 1980 when approximately 17,000 students are projected for the Highline District. 



An Educational. Faci I if ies Laborafories publicofion fenfifled Fewer Pupils/ 
Surplus Spoce indicates that, nofionwide, elemenfory enrollmenfs (K -8) pfeoked in 
1970 with secondary enrollmenfs peaking in ]^4. Highline's pafterrji is cons^lfenf ' 
wifh the notional trend, but is appro>^mately three years in^dvance of the national 
figures (peak elementary enrollment 1967; peak secondary enrollment 1969). ^ \ 

What the total school district population will be after 1980 is o matter of con- 
jecture, but the three latest projections by tlje United States Census Bureau oil indicate 
some growth after 1-980. 4 

• jl The Hl^hline District expects to face continuous decline until at least 1980 when 
ft is anticipated that elementary school enrollments will furn^around and begin a modest 
increase. This should leod to a period of enrollment stability within the Highline • 
District in the 1980s.' . ' ^ ^ ' 

Limitations of Task Force Study ^ ' . . ^ 

The Task Force has limited itself to the study of factors related to enrollment, 
facilities, costs, alternative uses of facilities apd community involvement. The task 
was to identify as many factors as possible which should be considered in assessing 
schools and then to devefop a procedure for incorporating these factors when considering 
change. Ther^ was no attempt to recommend individual schools in which chonges should 
be considered. ; ^ * * 

■. \ 

Because the greatest decline in enrollment has been at the elementory level, the 
emphasis for developing o prqcess of assessing schools has been at thdt JeveL The dota 
for junior highs and senior highs will tie collected by staff at a l^ter date. 

Bqckground of-frte Study 

As mentioned eorlier iy this repoj^t, enrollment decline i^ a fairly new phenomena 
to the public schools o( this/coyntry . During the^eors of enrollment growth^ a district's 
decisions mbde to accommodate that growth have, had a geryefqily positive and predictable 

. 11 ■ C- 



V 




impqcf on fhe communify —new schools were builf; overcrowded condiHons were 
relieved, programs and personnel gr^w, and new centers for communify activifies, 
pride aad neighborhood Idenf ificafion were "created. Tf;^ decisions which may be 
required in response to an enrollment decline are new experiences, are more complex, 
.and t^nd to be seen as having "negative impact on>he communify."* A decision to ' 
' close a school, fo; example,'^ased on rofionol, cosf-sovirig m/nagement procedures 
only, may hove long-term effects oh the ,"personality"-9f o neighborhood, the ' 
development of the community, and its-support for school programs and finances. 
Conversely; cpntmued-operation of a small school might result ip program quality, 
decli^;. ' ' ' ^ 

In order to best understand the long-range ^'mplications of ^ssiblq decisions,^ . 
a search for information from various sources was undertqken^/"The general* areas in 
which information was sought are: ^ 

1) Educational Program (Is there an ideal school size, or significant 
. advantages or disadvantage? of larger or smaller schools?) ' 

2) Process (How iWe other s'lmilar school districts handjed .-^ 
declining enrol+cflgpf^ what decisions have they made^ on 

^ * the basis of what iV^ation/and with what results?) 

^ . 3) General (What other inforrr/ation is available which might 

! help guide the district in making its decisions?) ' • ^ 

\ ' % • % 

While the search for inlformation can in no way be considered exhaustive, ^ 
considerable, information has been collected and^is here summarized. Perhaps the ^ 
most valuable and pertinent source has come from the school districts which have - 
faced similar problems and have b«en willing to share their reports or candid observa- 
tions with this district'. The most helpful and thorough poihts of refecence have been 
^he Report of the Small Schools Task Force , (Montgomery County Public Schodls, 1973), 
^•le Size ^ Schools and'School Districts , (Educational Research Service/ 1971), 
Fewer Pupils/Surplus Space (Educotional Facilities Laboratory, .1974), and a conference 
telephone call held with the Superintendent of the*San Juan, California School District 
and his staff (Ma/29, ^1974). , ^ ' 



Background of fhe Study (Cont'd.) • . * . * 

1. Educofionok Program \ »^ 

lUhough a greaf deal of sfudy has been done on fhe subject of 
small. high ^5fchpols, relafively liftle research on elementary school size 
^^e)rtsfs, Mosf pf^e reports available are based on opinion surveys of 
superintendents, sch'ool^principals and teachers, or on existing policies, / 
the opinions of experts or a* combination of th^esBT~^^eJittlgj;esearch 
coijcerning pupil outcomes related to elementary school size has. tended 
to support neither the arguments for fhe Idrger elementary school |[providing 
more specialized services for the children) nor the smaller schools r(providinQ 
more security to tlffe younger cliild as 'well as keeping student transit time 
^ and distance f|) a minimum). Ffbnk Hubbard ( Row Big is a Good Sohool, 
1959)^has gone so far as to sdy, *'School size ha? often been settled by 
impatience, and fatigue. After prolonged debate ]^^ose in authority may 
have said, 'Make it for 500. That will cover our present needs and house 
a large enrollment during the next fe>lv years.'" / . 

* In actuality, the size of a school is probably more closely related to 

efficient management practice and operating costs than to dny other one 

factor. When enrollment reaches a ceVtain fDoint (probably 300 students) It 

/ become^ diff}cu(t to justify normal ovechead costs involved in operating a 

school. Exceptions to this rule tdnd'to-be-.~ 

aV^^rural schools, wljere distances and time of transit may be 
\excessive (Margery Burns, The Case for Small Schools) 

b. , specialty structured programs (alternative schools, overseas 
schools) ungraded and individualized instruction) where 

^ther^Js^reedom to^select^eachTng staff particulqriy suited 

, for fhe smc/lkschool environment /'"(Letter-from M'.F. Priestly 
V ' ort overseas schools; Peter Coleman, Planning in on Era 
l3f Declining Enrollments , February 197^. ^ 

Recent developments in school plant design, changing patterns of 
staff yfi lization, and major curriculum modifications provide on opportunity 



to reconsider old views on "optimum<si2e" . (Notional Association of Elementary 
Sphool Prmcipals' statement, 196^. . .. ^ ^ • , 

Tfie following is.a 'summary of recommendations concerning elementary 
school size collected from a variety of sources — professional associations, 
surveys, books, articles and district practices. The information is arranged 
with most recent recommendations first and is probably most useful in demon- ' 
strating the wide variation in belief and practice. 
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Bdckgroi/nd fhe Sfudy (Conf *d .) , • x 

2. Process V / 

The Educafipnal Facilifies Laborafory Reporf (1974) poinfs ouf fhaf a 
school has usually "become woven info fhe fabric of a neighborhood," and 
disfricf sfoff should nof oufomafically'make fhe dssumpfion fhof fhe cosf- 
conscious cifizen will see closure of a school as a simple and affracfive 
solufion. . .If is a social and human problem/. accompanied by all fhe 
sfresses andsfrains fhaf press on an organizafion in fime of consolidafion." 
Buf once idenfified, if Is a problem fhaf will nof go qway. The reporf makes 
a number of imporfanf poinfs concerning fhe process fhof any disfricf will need 
• fo^consider: ' p * 

1) Allow plenfy of lead fime. ^ * 

' '■ ■ ■ A ' 

2) Don'f do if. by yourself-rinvolve fhe communify, ^and expecf 
fhis inyolvemenf fo fake fime. Porficipafion medhsj among / 
ofhfsr fhings/ fhaf fhe facfs musf be sfudied, assimijafed and 
accepfed. \ 

' ' ' * \ ' . ^ 

3) The cofTimunify musf be leff some opfions — ciefine a lo^-ranQe 
- plan firsf, fhen selecf fhe besf compafible shprf-ferm sfrafi5gy. 

4) Task forces are a good inifial sfep. 

5) Public hearings ore a musf. 

6) Supporf of disfricf sfaff is necessary. ^ ^ 

Experiences reported by ofher school disfricfs can only suggesf possible 
processes fo be considered in ferms of Highline's unique sifuafion, buf fhese 
experiences offer exfremely useful guidelines. In geneVal, communifies wifh 
a plan are nof iceably more successful . (EFL Reporf, 1974) 

The Hayward Unified School Disfricf (California) has closed four ele- 
mentary schools and delayed fhe consfrucfion of a new high school over fha lasf 
few years. Affer fhe first closing, the administration was taken to court by^ 
parents. 

. 19 ' 
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In the San Juan, California, School District (a suburb of Sacramento), 
announcement of closure of three elementary schools caused such an uproar 
in one of the t^eighborhoods that that particular closure was delayed for a 
year of further study. In a conference call made.by six of thQ Task Force 
members on May 29, 1974, the San Juan suffer intendent arjd twd of hi$ staff 
rnembers related some of the long-range (^^blemsl which have occurred at that ' 
school due to the unanticipated negative reaction and c4|ay. Mjrelating their 
situation, they emphasized: the need for lead time, the need for working with 
. the parents and staff of the receiving ^chooh os/weU as the closed school> 
importance of offering something better (or at feast as^'goodj^ terms of educa 
tional program in the>eceiving school, and the '^particular difficulty involved 
.in closing a school located in a high socio-economic neighborhood. 

• Id Plainview, New York, elementary scnools were paireid K - 3 end 
4 - 6 in 1967. Now that closings appear necessary, reverting to aj< -6 pattern 
in aome Schools and closing one of the pair won*t^change botffrctery lines since 
pupils in the ilosed school of each pair were slated to ptfiBricl>|ie other school- 
anyway. The district found the use oS^q community survey very^helpfyl in* 
planning. Sucfi material as demographic information, wffdf^the community 
thought of its schools, and how they would like to see them used waJ collected. 

' The Pasadena Unified School District (California) developed and used a 
$choo^ closure mdtrix, which allowed them tot^bjectively rank order all sthools 
in order of desirabilit)cfor closures (lelw from.superintenderit"^ April 22, 1974). 

^» . Several school districts have/eported the use of advisory committees or 
ijosk forces. After considerabl^tudy, the Salt Lake City School District's ^ 
(Council o*n School Buildinc^Needs recommended this April that the declining 
enrollment situation be/nandled by organizational changed — shitt*back to a 
K - 8 and 9-12 prp^am. This recommendation, supported largely by their 
desire to keef^^e neighborhood e|ementary\chools open qn^meet th'e facility 
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needs caused by inadetquafe junior high buiJdmgs, was still under debate by 
the School BoarfJ at lasf report • ^ ^ , - « • 

The Report of the Small Schools Task Force mode to the Montgomery 
County (Md;) School Board last November, advised that each-sch6ol falling 
below an enrollment of 300 students be reviewed annually for the following 
possible options: closure; r'eduction of operating costs, expansion of enroll- 
ment, changing th^ nature of the school^ or allowing it to operate unchanged. 

As of the April 29, 1974, School Board meeting, this recommendation is^till 

*^ , ' ^ , , r 

being debated. 



^4? 



Reports from additi^al gourdes generally confirm the points repopt^ 
above. The EFL report states that any piqn for dealing with' *^shrin|ji<Sge" must 



have: 



\ 



1) 'A se^of ogree'd-on goals, with specific objectives 
spelled out for each. ^ , 

2) - A factual base defining the "giveils" upon which the 

plaq can be developed. In the case of a plan for ' 
factlity use, this base-Includes enrollment and their ' 
projectiops; schools, their location, capacity, and ^ 
general level of adequacy; community changes affect- , \ 
-ing the locationV people and the composition of their ^ 
^groupings; and.a "picture" .of^the pf^cal structure \ 
of the district. Cost data on^flew construction and " 
renovation may also be required. 

3) An analysis of the fa^ual data. This Is an exercise 
in fitting the numbers— pupils and schools— together, 
ohcHbf arranging them in their physical setting. 

4) A set of possible solutions: alternati>?'e grade organ- 
izations, patterns of school use, abandonment for outmoded 

^ or unsafe. schools, needed new construction or closings 

(cif both). . > ^ 

♦ 

5) A choice amon^ alternatives j^or a preferred course 
"-of-action, a* justification for the alternative selected^* 

the preparation of the time sequence for the actions to be 
taken, a cost analysis of the implications. of the selected 
"'plan OS against alternative options. 

21 



Backgroupd of the Sfudy (Cont'd.) 
3. General . 

Several ERIC and library s^drches which were made reveal that very 
liftle has been published fp^fe concerning a school district's pr:o^lems in 
, ' dealing with declinmg^nrollm^ntv-The recent appearance^ the EFL repqrt 
- . Fe wer P upils/Syp^klfSpac^ indicates that good infoprrmlon Is being pre-^ 
' pared about this subject and the district should-lTiake eve'ry effort to keep 
in touch with, new information as it appears. 

Prior to establishment of-ifie distrtct's Task Force, several outside 
experts were consulted-and information from neighboring school districts' 
was checked. Qfher than Seattle, where desegregation Gnd reorgarwzation 
are occurring simultaneously with declining enrollment, the Midline Schoof 
Di^trfct is ahead of other local districts In its need for*plahning to meet'i-his 
problem. i * • " 

Two.otheY^source} of informatiorr Kave been heavily consulted in the^ 
w6rk'of this. Task Force. A Master Plan for the Highline Public Schools, 
' .revised November,. 1973, includes enrolment projections through 1981 
ge6^raphic and environmental factors, Jiond issue 'proposals, and descrip- 
tive material an^ ratings 'of each school fgcility. From the wealth of infor- 

■• ♦ « 

motion supplied by the: S.ea-Tac 'Commbnilies Plan , demographic data such as 

median incorne^ emfsloymen^, age and type of housing, population density, 
. population compoiit1($i;i, population mg^Dl I ity, vacant land, and iev^l of 
education were found-useful . 

Summary: Oiir review ofoutside information reveals some points for consideration, 

> * 

1 . There ore differences in opinion concerning the ideal school size, but recent 
innovations tend to support s ijiore flexible view. . .as long as cosfs da not 
become generony^cessive or widely variohf for differenf schools. The 
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overall picture «eems to indicate that elementary schools becolne less efficient 
and more costly when they fall be low' 300t students. ^ 
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2) Various disfricfs hqve clos^ schools using rofiondle bosj^on cosf savings . 

data/ facility evaluation matrix computations, task force. or advisory committee 
rei:ommendations, community survfeys and pi^lic hearings*. It seems apparent 
, 'that oil these factors — costs, facilitres, community aspects plus o hard look 
ot possible olternaj-ive^uses of space should be integrated into the plan 
adopted by the Hignlihe School District, 
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TASK FORCE - ENROLLMENT DECLINE • 

\ 

) 

» Procedures / 

« ~. 

c, . ■ ' ■ 

Selecfior> of Commiffee . • , 

Af fhe Hlghline School DIsfrlcf Board of Directors meeflng on February 13,J974, 
Superintendenf Robert D . Sealey presented a re.quest to study cobcerns relating to 
declining enrollment In the Hlghline School DUtrict, Dr, Sealey suggejsted that 
study should be completed by July 1, 1974 and that the District coljtract an outsit}/ 
consulting firm or employ temporary staff to proceed with the studj^.» After consitlerable 
discussion, the Board recommended ihe District explore the use of district staff to.tedin- 
plefe the sfudy, and proceed jmmedldfely , 

If was decided to take the district staff Approach and involv,e a ^ommi 
staff people, students and citizen representatives of the various interest/ 
community. A specific objective was to insure representation from ec 
.service area. Names of persons who might be interested In servingr^ thk/^mittee 
were requested from principals, other.5taff and from\citl^6ns of^ cjjffununity. 

During fhe lost week of March, 24 persons were contact^ijf^ see if they vypuld 
be willing to serve on this committee by Dr. Doyle Wintep^he chairmen appointed by 
the superintendent. \^ 

In addition, Linda McClelland was employed to work ds project facilitator, to - 
assist the work of the committee on a fuJL-time basis for three months (AprM through 
June). The following members rjiake up the Task Forpe and represent'stufPand citizens 
from each of the high school service areas: 
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Selection of Commtffee (Cont'd'.) 



Chairman^ 
Project FaciliVafor: 
Members: 



Resource Persons: 

/' 



Commlff^ee Me/nb^rs 

inlsfrot'lve Assistant 



Doyle Winter 
Linda McClelland 
Walj©rCarsten 
John Faflis 
' Ted Gary 
Ron Hul 
James/Jti^pings 
Fred Minahan 
Carroll Myers • 
5 .^^pger Reimer 
Doug Ringenbach 
Dorothy Watson 
Katheryn White 
Len Zevenbergen 
Maxine Bowlln 
William Clothier 
Larry CrOfWeK 
Thelma Hogberg 
Irene Jones . 
R. WNIiam Jury ■ 
Adorn Petronis^ 
Joan fteel 

• Dan Ervin 
Tammy Sprogue 
George Pasnick ' 
Ted.Knouss 
Jerry Hansen 

• » -16- 
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Ared* Administrator 
Area Administrator 

Principal, North HUL Elementary School 
Student. Placement Counselor ^ 
birector, Busines$ Plant ' 
Vicfe Principal, Glacier Sr. High School 
Principal, Sunset Jr. High School 
^ Director, Forward Thrust Swimming .Pool 

0 

"teacher, Mt. Rainier Sr. High School 
Teacher, Bow Lake Elementary School ^ 
Principal, Valley View Elementipry School 
Principal, Evergreen SiyHigh School 
Community Repres^tative, Glacier Areq * 
Community Representative, Evergreen Area 
Comr^nity Representative, HighlineArea ^ 
Cpmmuntty Representative, Mt. Rainier Area 
Community liepresentatlve, Tyee Area' 
Community Representative, Highline Area 
Community Representative, ^Evergre^n Area 
Community ^Representative / 
Student, Highline Sr. Higll School 
Student, Mt. Rainier Sr. High School 
Assistant Superintendent 
Administrative Intern 
Administrative Infern 
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• General R eview of fhe Meefings . 

, ~ ~ ' ^ ' ' ' ^ 

• Six regular Task Force mq^Hnds were held durirtg the monfhs of April, May and 
June. In addiHon, several specjal sbbcommiffee meefings were held. Affendance has 
been high for all meefings*^ Minufes and affendance weW recorded for all meefings and 
ore available. ♦ - i » v ' *^ ^ 

.The fimeline on fhe following page summarizes briefly fhe process through which 
fhe Task Force arrived of fhe dafa'and recommendafions included In fhis reporf. 

. The firsf meefing was held on April 17^ 1974. Dr. Roberf Sealey^ Superinfendenf, 

ipfroduced fhe members of fhe Ta^k Force and ouflined fhe purpose and need for ifs 

^existence. Wifh fhe aid of transparencies and Masfer Plan dafa he reviewed t\ie hisfory 

of fhe disfricf^s growfh fhrough fhe lafe 1^ and subseguenf figur,es whic>i revec>Jed>he 

beginning, in 1968-69, of a per^Qclo^F enrollTTiSrvrdecline. Infprmafion concerning fhe 

disfjiicf 's presenf sfpfus and predicfions^r fhe fufure was reviewed and discussed. Copies 

^he Masfer Plan for Highline Public Schools were disfribufed fo all members. 
• « — — ^ — ^ ■ — t . ^ 

On M6y 1 fhe Task Force mef >o review fhe dafa confained in fhe Masfer Plqci^"^ * ' 
raise quesfions, and defermine how fhe Task Forc^ should jpesf proceed ♦ A summary of' 
informafion concerning school size; and a lisf of facilify criferiafo be considered were 
presenf ed. The numerous quesfions raised of fhis meefing felj info fhree main c^egories-- 
Facilifies and Cojts, Alfernafive Uses of Space, andCommunify Aspecfs. 

^ Prior fo fK^May 15 meefing, all members were confacfed concerning- fheir ideas 
on possible uses ,^f excess jpace. These suggesfions were compiled info a masfer jisf. In 
a'ddlfipn, a 25rquesfion opinionnaire of fhe members'' views on communify affifudes was 
s#nf fp each member for' response. 

^ On May 15 fhe previdps meefings' accomplishmenfs and irusfraf ions were reviewecj. 
Defailed informafion on fhe main areas* of cpncem was preseqfed wifh suggesfions for work. 
If was defermjped fhaf each member should choose one of fhe main areas and work should 
, .proceed in small groups whidh would reporf back fo.fhe Task.Force'. Some mefhods of 
gaining group consensus were presenf ed. * . 
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, ^ General Review of fhe Meefi^^rgs (Cptif'd.) 
The subcommittees were formed p$ follows: 
FACILITIES • ALTERATIVES 



COMMUNITY • 



Thelma Hagberg WalfCarsfen* 
James Jennings * Ron Hull s. 

Ted Knauss (resource person) Doug RIngenbach 

Fred MInahan . * Tammy Sprague 
,'Carrol I >^yers Doroth/ Watson 

Adam Pet ron is * Ka thy White 

Roger Reimer . ^ Len Zevenberg^n" 




Maxine Bowlir^ 
William Clothier 
Larr/Crowell ^ ^ 
Dan Ervin 

John Fall is * l^,^^ 

Ted &aTy^ ^ 

Irene ^ones 

R. William Jury 

Linda McClelland 

George Pasnick (resource 
person) 

Joan Reel 



[Subcommittee work to Task Force 

Subconfmlffees continued their work fhro.ugh fhe A^y 29^e,efing,«id op June 5 
^ presented written summaries to the total Ta§k Force . ^Dl^cussion and review of each ' 
report followed presentations.^ Based on the subcommiftee re)>orts> a preliminary draft 
of, the Task Force report was prepared and distributed. 

On June 19 the tnembers met for ^review and revision of the preliminary report. 
Recommendations concerning each of the major sections were drafted and agreed upon 
by the membership. A section on general cautions concerning the use of the report was 
approved and ihcorporated and the revised report approved for final copy. All members 
were urged to be pre^nt for the presentation of the report to the School Board and the- 
final »m'eeting of the Task Force was adjourned. ^ 



,^ TASK FORCE - ENROLLMENT DECLINE 
Communify Considerations * 



Infroducfion 



f 

V 



^ The Highline communify has historically had a part in making decisions that 
affect educatton within the school district. Future decisions related to the district's * 
enrollment decline should be made with continued community input to reflect com- 
munity sentiments- and to define the impact on the community. 

• The task of -suggesting the manner in wlxich the Highline community should be 
irivolved and informed pcior to decisions, concerning the alternatiy^s, and the mcmne"r» 
in which the community input for the decisions' shoutc/ be uti'lizecfand communicated' 
was studied by fhe Task Force. The'focus'of fhis s;i^^y/of corpmunify aspects was 
ctsntered arpund fhe following key /qyesf Ions/' ^ ' \/ ; 

1) Whaf groups tn the communify ard^affecfed?! ' ' ' • ^ 

2) Whaf areHfie Communify poncerns?'. / ' y 

3) /,HoW^1^n''co/nmunify opinion and reacfion t/e assessed? 

4) How can we involve fhe communify 

5r ^ How can we inform fhe communify regarding decisions? , 

ahe ideas presenfed represenf individual suggesfions of fhe members^ discussion, 
^ , 'Ibrainsforming", prioritizing, and Task Force revieyv and revision, process is sug- ' 
^ygesf^d by which' the disfricf will involve: fhe communify in considering what changes ^ 
should be^madel -^' '^ ^ ^ : ^ ( 
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Publics Affecfed 



The following h o U%t or| fh^ {h^ivh*** ^h^ukt^^ 5**»>^acfei*|. ^w*?*^^*^''*^^ 



declining ©nrollment. Th»y tif^ fiifr^i 

tlons ondjnvolvemi&nr in rh# p$oc^%% ^^af^^m *f 

were overwhelmingly f>tac<jcl fo^ ^k^. 



PRIORITY 



PRIORnV 

II 



0<afv«rwi*ir»*'4^ ^^^^^^^ 



PRIORITY 
III 
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Concerns of fhe Publics ^ I ♦ * 

The following h o lisf of fhe general ifemspf concern, listed in order of 



importance: 



Concerns of fhe Publics 



Cost 

Relocation of Students ^ 
Quality of Education 
Emotional Impact 
Compatible Land Use 
Impact on Community Life 
Impact on Property Values 
Timing of School Use Changes • 
Airport Noise Impact 
/Alternative Use of Buildings 
•Opportunity to Influence Decisions 
Permanence' of Cb^nge 
Effect on Curriculum Offering 
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; Methods for Assuring Communications; * > 

^ ^ — ' , i 

School District ^ Communi fy 

• < ' ■ . . ^ • \ 

The' following ore methods which allow for dissemination -of information to the publi 
and also allows the public opportunity to provide information t5 the districts- Jhe items 
are listeq^in order of effectiveness as viewed by the Task Fprce. 

1. Building a Knowledge Base . . 

a . Mai I survey ^ 
b . SpeciaF issues of school newsletters 

, c . News releases^ 

d. Handouts: Students - Parents (with room for response) 

e^ Q Sort (priority ratings by building meetings and mail) 

f. Student Projects 

2. Exchanging Information ^ ' ^ 

Q. Public meetings ~ well publicized 

b. Neighborhood meetings at school 

c . Staff meetings - 

d. Meetings with special interest ^oups 
l^e. District Hotlin^ 

Invite editors. to meetings to get support 
^g.' Informal small coffee hours • 
" . h. TV Pane? - call in • , ' 

i. On agenda at school board meeting ' 

Information to be Communicated with Affiscted Publics 

The district should be prepared to supbly information concerning all the areas 
listed jbelow und€r each group. It may be desirable to establish priorities within each 
of the groups at a later time. , " ^ ^ " 

1. Parents of school children 

\ . • . . Cost (how much will be saved? how will savin^s-l^ejjsed? 
\ effect on taxes?) 

Q Revised 11^4 . 

ERLC \ 




Information fo be Communicafed wifh Affected Publics (Cont'd 0 

. . . Effect on quality of education 

• Use of buildings - alternatives 

• • • Transportation ^ 

• • • Non-interference with program 
. • • Ope'n enrollment 

• • • Timing 

• • • Boundary alternatives 
. . • Permanence of ^hange 

• • • Transition * * 
. • • Special education (where housed?.) 
. . . Importance of parent input and how it will* be utilized 
• . . General effect on neighborhood (stability) ^* 

• • • Impact of airport noise 

• • • Will the neighborhood lose its center? 

^ 2. Property Owners ' . 

i 

• Cost impact 

. Land_ use compatibility / 
. Alternate uie of facilities 

• Boundaries 

• Transportation 

• Timing ^ , 
. Permanence of change 
. Quality of education 
. Emotional impact 

• Long-range impact on commupity 
a. Tax base, property vajues 

J b. Environment, zoning. ^ 

,c. Positive impact ^ '* ' 

d. Tramp6rtation needs 
. Credibility of this movement 



o 
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Information fo be Communicated wifh AffecVed Publics (Cont'd.) 

"3. Disfricf Personnel 

. . . Timing (early - continuously) 
. . . Job security (assignment options) 
. . . Need for their support ^ 
. ... Refationship of program to changes and quality 
. . . Quality of working conditions^jEpcilitres/ materials 
. . . Promotional o^ortunities 
. . . Effect on individual school population 
. . . Effect on all categories of school em^^yees 
. • . Will elementary, junior high, s^Wiior high be affected equally? 

Students ^ ^ 

. . Effect on after school activities 
. !i . . Timing 

, . . . Ouality of education ^ 
.... Open enrollment 
. . . ^Transportation ■ . 
Curriculum offering 

.... Who is involved? ' * 



In communicating with the various publics, the dis'tritt has on obligation to 
pfpvi?Je full information; structure a process for involvement, consider all alternatives^, and 
inform the public of/lecisions in such a way 'as to maintain community support. A suggested 
process and sample timeline Is combined in the final section of the report. 
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FACILITY , 
CONSIDERATIONS 




^TASK FORCE - ENROLLMENT DECLI^ 



Facility Considerations 



Infroducfion 



* The objecflve of fhe facillfles sfudy was fo develop a sef of criferia which could 
be used fo Idenfify fhose schools where current operaflons need addlfibnal evaluaflon. 
An appropriate insfrumenf such as fhe' facility evaluafion' mafrix described in fhis 
section, provides several advantages, in making an overview of schools in fhedislricf. 
If does fhe following: 



1. 

2. 
3. 
4. 



Defines criteria of measurement. 

Identifies all factors .used In the evoluo^rorf. 

/ 



Provides consistency In measurement or Evaluation . ''^ ■ 

Defines the relative relationships between^ evaluation components. 

The Faqllifies Subcommiffee idenfified nine cafegories which should be considered 
in eypluafing facilifies. Each of fhe cafegories was assigned a weighfmg fo ind.icate ifs ' 
relafive imporfance. To obfain fhe weighfings, a prof;} I e of an ideal school was developed 
and ifs componenfs were rafed by fhe subcommiffee. Affer fhe subcommiffee presenfed a 



fenfafive rafing scale fo fhe Task Force for reacfion, fh^afegorieswere refined and 
we ighfed 05 follows: ' 



Cafegory> 

^ Educafional Adequacy > 
Operqfjonal Co^fs 
Enrol Imenf ^ / 
Percenf of Enrollineaf Decline 
Airporf Impoct 
.'Alfernafe Ujje" Factor^ 
ModeroiztJfTon Pbfenfial • 
Building Capacify 
.Traffic and Safefy Consiclerafions 



Weighfing 



Perdenf of Tofal 
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6 . 


20 


6 


20 


4 ^ 


1 if 


3 


10 


3 . ' ■ 


10 


3 • 


10 


2 


7 


2 


7 

> 


1 


3 


30 . 


100 



\ 



Cafegory Descripfions ; 

< ^ ^ Educafional Adequacy ' ^ 

This. cafegory, represenfing 20% of fhe fofal considerofiori, is a measure of ftte 
ability of thje fccifify fo meef fhe requirements of a good insfrucfional program. 
Included is an evaluation of the facility as reported in Master Plan for Highline Public 
Schools,, capital improvement needs, cqpacity as it relates to program) and several 
miscellaneous factors such as playgrounds/ cafeterias, walk-in schools:. 

\ ^ a 

Operational ^Costs • ' _ 

/ This category, representing. 20% of the total consideraHon, consists of those 
building operdtirtg costs which fluctuate little, if at all, in relation tp the number of 
students in attendance. 'Such non-transferting costs include utilities, building mainten- 
arice and operating costs and supplies, and average salaries for principal, secretary and 
custodian, 'for eaqh scli^l a percentage of non -transferring costs and a per. pupil non- 
transferrmg cost has been calculated. ' These costs can be used to estimate possible 
savings should the building nbt be*in operation. / 



Enrollnlfent 



^The enroflment category comprise! 13% of the t^otal weighting and represents the 
number of students housed in a school. Two additional factors were given consideration 
the relationship between a tcfioor$ present enrollment and its capRicity, and 'the schools 
capability to absorb an increase in enrollment of at least 10% 

' Percent of Enrollment Decline 

The percent of decline category, representing 10% of the totahweighting, refers 
tQ the rate of enroljment decrease since^l970. . It is assumed that a similar rate of de- 
crease will continu^in the near future. Schools with the most stable enrollment figures 
rec'elved the highest rating in this category. 



Cafegory Descriptions <Conf'd.) 



r 



Airport Noise^lmpact 
\' * / ' > , 

The airport ndls^.impact category represents 10% of the tota^ weighting; it relates to 

the proximity of the school to aircraft flight patterns and resulting noise interference. ~ • 



AlterntjfeKjse Factor 



• This category representip3;fO%^ fhe total. evaluates tfie adaptability of the building 
and site to a partial 0!xr6pj^e n<ii^-educationaruse . Schools'which havte limited^' 
adaptability fojxJfterjiate useWeceived higher eatings. C ' ' , 



Modernization Potential 

jKis^^ory, repj^^enting 7% of 'the total, evaluates the ease of renovating each 
faci^t>^XSuch item^^the general pfin of fhe building, the structural components and' 
heoHng and verjHIation systems v/ere considered. 



'» Building Capacity ' 

The building capacity cate^ry, representing 7% of the total, refers to the number 
of students the school is capableTbf housing , For the purposes'of this evaluation, a 
capacify of 350 sfudenfs was considered opfimum . , 

Traffic and Safety Considerafior« ^ ' 

/ ^ . ' f * ». . 

The fraffic and safety eafegory, representing 3% of .fhe fofal, includes major 

freeways w arterials which injpacf fhe school's affendance area and create hazards fo 
sfudenfs walking 4o school . * 
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Cafegory^ Descripfions (Cont'd.) * . . , ' 

A rating was assignedi^ndef each of fhe nine cafegories For each school, resulting 
in a facility evaluation matrix. The suggested use of the[matrrx is to identify ranges 
of value to the district's ed6cational program. The matrix also permits careful examin- 
ation of scKools for possible boundary changes, alterations/ alterative uses,, or closure. 
It is recognized that additiongi special considerations must be c^efully evaluated for^ 
each facility once ranges have been identjfied . * 

• ^ . ^ . ' ^ • : 

It must be recognized that if a decision is made regarding one faciHty^/ the 
matrix will need to be revised because one chanj^ could affect several schools, .}ust^ • 
as new data could affect the relationship of sev^^ral schoofe. 




Tdble ' 1 



SCHOOL FACILITY EVALUATIpN MATRIX 
"(ELEMENTARY SCHOOLS)- " 




Wei oh f i n n ^ 




» 4 

X O 


X H 


X J 


X 3 


X 3 


X 2 


X 2 


X ,'1 


30 


Beveriy ^rk 


18 


1 6 


1 8 




•3 9 


4'J12 


3 .,6 


3 6 


3 3 


tT 


Boulevard Park 


4 •24>». 


3 "18 


5 20 


'2 6 


1. 3 


3 9 


2 • 4 


5 10 


1 1 


95 


Bow Loke 


4 '*24 


A 24 


' 4 lis 


5- 15 


3 9 


3- 9 


2 4 


S 10 


1 1 


112 




5 30 


> 18 


4 16 


, 2" 6 


2 is 


4 • 12 


4 8 


5 10 


r 1 


107 


Chelsea Pork 


'3 18 


2 12 


1 4 


3' 9 


3 9 


1 3 


1 2 


'4 ^ 


3 3 


.68* 


Crestview 


A 24 


1 6 


1 4 


1 3 


4 12 


• 2 6 


1 2 


4 , 8 


3 3 


68 


Des Moines 


4 24 


4 24 


& 20 


2 6 - 


2 6 


3- 9 


3 \ 


5^ 10 


] 1 


106 


Gregory Heights 


5 ' 30* 


5 30 


4 16 


5 15 


4 12 


5 .15 


2 4 


.5 10 


5 5 




4da2el Valley 


'4 24 


4^ 2^ 


4 16 


' 3 9 


3 -9^ 


, 5 15 


2 • 4 


5 10 


3^ 3 


' U4 


Hilltop 


24 


* 3 1.8 


3. 12 * 


4 12 


2 6 


2 6 


3 6 


ii ' 10 


3 3 


',97. 


Lake Burl en i 


3 18 


5 30 


5 20, 


4 12 


4 12 . 


5 15 


3 6 ■ 


5 10 


3 3 


126 


Madrono 


4 24 


4 24 


4 16 


5 15 


2/6 


2 6 


• 3 6r 


5 10 


4 4 


111 


A4anhattan 


4 24 


2 12' 


5 ,20 . 


2 6 


2 6 


2 ' 6 


3 6 


5 10 


4 4 


94 


Marvisfo 


4' 24 


2 12 


2 8 


1 3 


3 9 


4 12 


4 <8 


5^10 


• 3 3 


89 


McMicker^ Heigdts 


4 24 


2 . 12 


3 12. 


.2 6 


3 9 


4' 12 


2' 4 


5 10 


'5 5 


, ;'94, 


Midway - , 


3 18 


5 '30 


4 16 


5 15 


1 3 


2 6 


2 4 ■ 


• 5 10 


1 '1 ' 


. ' 103 


Mount View 


4 24 


4 24 


4 16 


1 3 


4 12 


4' 12 


2 4 


5 10 


2 2 


107 . 


Normandy Park 


1 6 


5^ 30 


2 :8 


5 15' 


. 4 12 


4 12 


• 2 4 


7 4 


5 5 


96 


North Hill 


5 30 


* 5 * 30 


4 16 


5 15 


2 6 


2 6 


2 4 


5 10 


2 2 


119 


Parkside 


3 18 


4 24 


4 16 


1 3 


1 3 


4 12 


3 6 


5 JO 


4 4- 


■ 96, 


Riverton Heights 


5 30 


1 6 


1 4^ 


l" 3 


2 6-^ 


3 9 


4 8 


, 4 8 


5 -5 


79 


Salm'on Creek 


4 J 24 


3 .18 • 
f- 


4 ijS 


2 6 


4 12 


a 

3 9 


3 ' 6 


5 *1,0 


v. 1 


102 


Shorewcbd 


r"^4. 


• 5 30 


16 ' 


5 15 


4. 12 ' 


4 12 


3 6 


» 5 10 


2 2 


127 


South^em "Heights 

- -,^ 


4 24 


2 12 


3 1.2 


1 3 


1 3 


. 2 6 


3 6 


5 ' 10, 


2 2- 


78 


Suhnycial^? 


18- 


1 • 6 


3 12 


1 3 


. 3 9 


3 9 


2 4 ' 


5 JO 


1 1 


72 


Sunny Terrace ^ 


4, 24 


.1 6 


1 8 


.1 3 


'2 6 


3 9 


3 6 


3 6 


3 3 


71 


Valley View 


2 12 


'2. 12 


2 8 


2*6 


4 12 


5 15 


5 10 


3 6 


2 2 


83 


White Center Heights * 


4 -24 


5 -30* 


4 16 


2 6 


3 9 


••3 9 


. 5 10 


5 10 


3^ 3 


117 
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The remaining pages in fhis section further explarn'how ratings under each category 
in fhe mafrix were esfabllshed and how the informafion was collecfed. ^ 



' ^ Educational {Adequacy < « ' 

The following scale- in the Master Plart for HighMne lubli'c Schools w as used for ' 
determiriing the team evaluation rating: ' 

5 = Excellent * * " ^ * ' 

% 4 = Good^ — _ ' ' j . 

3l *= Average * ^ • \ * " . 

^ : 2 = Marginal * , ' \' 

1 = Poor * . ^ ^ « . . 

" / • ^ . " * • 

Thfe optimal program size figure mdicdfes havmg two grades oreach leyel, a full-fini 
principal^ and a full-fime librarian. The rafing scate used 'wbs^ - ' ' ' 

^ . ~ .350+ enrol Iment potential ' * / 

4^" ;300 - 34^ • 
• 3= '250 - 299 . " 

. 2 = 200 -.249 • ■ " 

1 = Less than 200 enrol Imerxt- potential 

. The modernization cost figures for each school were taken from the Master Plan. Jhe 
folfowing Scale was {itilized: * ■ • • " ' 

\5 = No^modernizafionr reqi^ired ' , 

4 = Under $25,000 in modernization recjuired^ / ^ - ' 

3 = $26/000 fo>75^00a in modernization required \ ' : 

0^ ^2 f $76,000 to $125,000jn modernization required 

' , 1 Oven $126,000 m modbrnizatfon.required - '^ 

Jhe square footage per pupil of buildingsenrollnlent calDacity was rgfed for^each 

schooi.according to theVoIlowing scale: 

, »i • ' < 

5 = 100 + sq. ft. per pupil X 
• * 4 = . 90 - 99sci. ft. p©P-pupi| 

3 =■ 80 - 89 sq. ft." per pupil 
2 = 70 - 79sq. ff. perpupTl 
1 = Less than 70 sq. ft.' pec'pupil 

' . . 43 

• ' , ■ ■ .. 
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Supporting Informafion for fhe Mafrix (Conf'd.) ^ . ^ - 

EducaHonal Adiquacy 
(Conf^d.) 

/| miscellaneous focfor wos developed to- measure other, desirable school features 
.y/hich a scho9l may possess. Schools possessing a cafeteria, a coVer^ play area, or a 
student population all living within walking distance received 1 point for each feah/re, * 
In addition,* school sifes of 11 acres or more^i^eceLved 3 points; sftes of 9 to 11 acres 
received 2 pomfs, and sites of 7 to 9 acres received 1 point. Sites below 7 acres, received 
no additional points. A totaf forall miscellaneous pdints was developed and rated 
accbrdjng to the following scq^^i ^ * * - 

^ ' ' •5=5 ormone misc*eflarieou5 points « ^ - ^ 

. 4 = 3 or 4 miscellaneous points ' * 

3 = 2 miscellaneo.us poinfs » ■ ' ' 

2 = 1 miscellanedus'point " ' • 

1 = 0 miscelldheous points 

■ . ' ■ ■ ^ ' ;■* • ■ • ' ■ 

A final rating of the schoolrfor edocationai ddjequqcy was obtained by ri!ultiplyin^ 
both the team evaluation and opHmbI program size factors by 3 (due to greater signifi- 
cance of these factbrs) and adding the total to fhe pojnts for the other three factors, A 

finaLtotal \vas achieved which was rated on the following 'scale: 

• ♦ _ 

5 = 38 total points or higher ' / , 

4 * 4 = 3^ - 37 total points . • ^ ^ 

3 - 30 - 33. total points > - ^ 

2 = 26 - 29 totaf points 

* ^ 1 = 25 or fewer total points * 
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SUMMXrY SHEET • 




Weightings 
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4 
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31 
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A 
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19 


A 
*r 


1 9 
1 Z 


A 


o 

o> 


o 


34 


4 


t 

Des Moines 


O 
0 


Q 

7 


c 
0 


1 tZ 


c 

0 " 


4 


1 


34 


4 
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t 
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4 
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4 
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fvivfviiw^cn neisnrs 


4 
*t 


19 
1 z 


•J 


1 ^ 
1 ^ 


c 


*A 
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1 


37 


4 


Midwo^ 


. 3 


9 


5 


15 


1 


. 3 


r 2 


- 30 


3 




% 


19 

1 z 


ij 


1 

1 *j 




4 • 


1 


3/ 


4 


Nonnandy Park 


4 


12 


2 


6 


1 


5 


1 


25 


1 


North Hill 


4 


12 


5 


15 


• 5 


2 


4 


38 


5 


Park side 


3 


9 


5 


15 


2 


3 


3 


32 


3 . 


Riverton Heights ^ ^ 


5 


15 


5 


15 




3 


2 


39 


^ 5 


Salmon .Creek .* 


. 4 


12 


5 


15 


3 


3 


2 


35 


1 4' 


Shorewood ' 


4 


12 


5 


15 


4 


=af — 

3 


0 


34 


4 


Southern Heights 


4 


12 


5 ' 


15 


5 


2 


1 


35 


4 


Sunnydole 


2 


6 


5 


15 


3 


4 


2 


30 




Sunny Terrace 


4 


12 


3 


9 


4 


5 


4 


34 


4 


Valley View 


4' 


12 


3 


9 


1 


4 


2 


28 


2 


White Center Heights 


4 


12 


5 


15 


5 


. 3 


2 


37 


4 


« 
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EDUCATIONAL" AD€QUA£Y 
' DATASHEET 




Beverly Pork 


ri 
yj 
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DouiQvard rorK 




0/D 


C AAA 


01 
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P 0 




Yes 


Bow Loke 


ri 
\j 




/ 0/VAA.I 


/ J 




0 1 

y. 1 






^eoamursr 


c 
c 


4/D » 
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OW 
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C-resrview 




0/0 


OA AAA 


oo 




1 A O 

lU.y 




Yes 


Des Moines 


c/ri 






00 ' 

y/ 


Yes 








_ II _ • _Li._ 

v3regory neignts 


\3 






o/ 




o c 

7,0 


Yes 




Hazel Valley 






lf\ AAA 


1 AQ 

lUo 


Yes 


D O 

o.y 






nillrop ^ 




OOU 


1 A AAA 


OO 




o.o 


Yes 




Lake Borien 


0 /A 


4/0 


JA AAA 
4U/UW 


7A 
/U 


Yes 








Madrona 


r* • 


o/o 


7c AAA 


OJ 




0,4 






AAannattan » 




4/0 




/o 




o *o 

y.y 




Yes 


Marvisto 




o/o 


1 C AAA 


70 

/y 




|4»/ . 


Yes 




AACMicKen neiQnfs 


\j 


4/0 




OA 

yo 








Yes 


Midway 


A 


'375 


135,000 


87 


r 


10.5 






Mount View 


G 


450 




99 








Yes 


Normandy Pork 


G 


200 


170,000 


' 100 








Yes 


North Hill 


G 


500 




77 




13. 


' Yes 




Porksfde 


A 


400 


87,000 


86 




14.2 






RIverton Heights 


E 


' 525 


12,000 


86 






Yes 


Yes 


Salmon Creek 


G 


350 


45,000 


84 






Yes 


Yes 


Shorewood 


G 


525 


5,000 


80 










Southern Heights 


G 


450 




76 








Yes 


Sunnyckiit 


M/G 


475 


35/000 


95 


Yes 








Sunny Terrace 


G 


250 ■ 


20,000 


101 




9.8 


Yes" 


Yes 


Volli^ View 


G 


250 




200,006 


98 






Yes 


Yes 


Whiti Center H^eights 


E/G 


400 


1. ' 


85 








Yes 



Supporting Informafion fof the Mq/rix '(Cortt'd.) 

Cosh - 

Each schools' non-transferring- per pupil costs (operating costs Unaffected 
by enrollment) and the percentage of that school's total expenditures were calculated". 
Each factor was rated 5 to 1, and totalled for a final cost rating. 

^ The scale used for rating the non -transferring costs per pupil was as follows: 

5 = Less than $210 

4 = $210 - $225 ■ 

3 = $226 - $250 
' 2 = $251 - $275 

. 1 , = Over ' $275 

The scale used for determining the percentage of non-transferPing costs was as 
follows: ^ ' * 

.5 = Beldw 25% 

4 - = 25% - 26% • 

3 = 27% - 28% 

2 = 29% - 30% . • 

1 = Over 30% ^ ' ■ 

• • A final cost rating was achieved by adding the per pupil and percentage figures^, 
using the following scale based on thd total: ^ . 

5 = 10 points 

4 =. 9 - 8 points • . ^ 

3 = 7-6 points 

2 = 5 - \ points ■ 
.1 = 3-2 points 
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Table '4 



ACTUA4^COSTS 
1974-75 . ^ 
SUMMARY SHEET 



• 

SCHOOL 


/ ^ 


/ ^v/ 


^ / 

' / 


.^-/^^ / 


/ ^ 


Beverly Park 


23K98 


29.2 


, 3 


3 


6 


3 


Boulevard Park 


236.67 


' » 

29.9 


3 


2 • • 


"^^^ — 


2 


Bow Lake 


246.43 


30.0 


3 


2 


^ 

5 


2 


Cedarhurst 


228.43 


29.3 


3 


3 


6 ' 


3 


Chelsea Park 


306.15 


34.3 


1 




.2 


1 


Cresfview 


265.86 


30.2 


2 


2 


4 


2 


Des Moines 


214.83 


- 27.4 


4 


•4 


8 . 


4 


Gregory Hetgbts 


. 220.24 


27.8 ' 


4 


3 


7 


3 


Hazel Valley ' 


224.37 


28.2 . 


3 


3 


6 


3 


Hilltop 


215.62 


26.1 


4 


4 


8 


4 


Lake Burt en 


223.22 


28.7 


4 


3 


7 • 


3 


Madrono 


226^95 


27.8 


3 


3 


6 


3 . ^ 


Manhattan 


222.94, 


. 28.7 


4 


3 


7 


3 


Morvisto 




247.17 


29.2 


3 ' 


2 


5 


2 


McMicken Heights 


^64, 39 


30.4 


2 ' 


2 


4 


2 


Midway 


177.36 


■ 23. r 


5 


5 


10 


5 . 


Moynt View 


• 207.80 


24.5 


5 


5 


10 


5 


Normandy Park , 


207.94 ' 


25,3 


5 




10 


5 


North Hill 


224.41 


27.4 


4 


3 


7 


3 


Parkside 


' J94.23 


24.2 


5 


5 


10 


5 


Riverton Heights 


279.48 


31.0 


1 


1 


2 


1 ^ 


Saln)on Crebk ^ 


215.94 


26.2 


4 . 


4 


8 


.4. 


Shorewood 


235.34 


30.2 


3 ' 


1 


- 4 


2 


Southe;n Heights 


260.91 


30. r 


2 


1 


3 


1 


Sunnydol 


e 


298.63' 


35.2 


f 


1^' 


2 


1 


Sunny Terrace / 


264.13 


• 31.3 


2 


2 


4 ' 


2 


Valiey View ' ^ 


. 336.30 


33.0 


1 


1 ' 


2 


1 


White C« 


jnter Heights 


196.62 


25.3 


5 ■ 


5 


10 


5 


O 


Angle Lake 


275.98 


34.5 


■ 1 


1 


2 


1 


0 o: 
r 


BurYan Heights 


240.15 


28.2 


.3 


3 


6 


3 


u t 


Lokeview 


359; 22 


'35.1 


1 




• 2- 


1 


8 I 


May wood 


2^J07 


30. i 


2 




3 


1 


-J to 
U 


North Shorewood , 


300.39 


32.6 • 


1 


1' 


2 ^ 


1 
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Toble ' 5 



PROJECTED COSTS 

1975-76 
, SUMMARY 5HEET 



ERIC 



SCHOOL 






/ ^ ^ // 


/ 

/ 


Beverly Parx 


$ 277.95 


30.3' 


1 


2 


3 


1 


Doulevard Park 


237.57 


28.4 


3 


3 


6 


'3 


DOW Lake 


202.84 


26.9 ■ 


5 


4 


9 ■ 


4 


Leoarnurst 


233.35 


27.3 


3 


3 


6 


3 


i^nelseo rarx 


265.33 


3Q.8 




• 2 


4 


2 


Lresrview 


314.52 


32.6 


1 


1 


2 


1 


ucs Amines 


"216.42 


26.9 


4 


4 


8 


4 


Gregory Heights 


184.76 


24.3 


5 


5 


10 


5 


nozei valJey 


213.79 


25.1 


4 


4 


8 


4 


n il 1 fop 


235.38 


26.4 


3 


4 


7 


3 


Lake Durien 


185.28 


23.8 


5 


5 ^ 


10 ^ 


5 


./vtadrona , 


209.97 


25.9 


5 


4 


9 


4 


Artonnonan 


230.79 


29.5 


3 


2 


5 * ' * 


2 


ii^ • A. 

A^arvista 


254.72 


27.7 


. 2 


3 


5 


2 


McMicken Heignb 


274.05 


30.3 


2 


2 


4 


2 


Midway 


180.47 


' 22.8 


5 


5 


10 


5 


ii A. V/* 

MounfView / 


218.31 


26.3 


4 


4 


8 


4 


Normandy Park / 


198.20 


24.6 


5 


5 


10 


5 . 


North HiN 


158.47 


20.9 


5 


5 


. 10 


5 


Paiksfde 


1 U. 1 7 


25.8 


4 


4 


8 


4 


Rfverton Heights 


*.295.01 


30.4 


1 


2 


3 


1 


Salmon Creek 


235.49 


27.8 


3 


3 


6 


3 


Shorewood 


167.74 


22.3 


5 


5 


10 


5 


Southern Heights 


258.53 


30.9 


2 


2 


4 


2 


Sunnydale 


306.07 


34.5 


* 1 


1 


2 


1 


Sunny Tenpce 


^282.04 , 


31.3 




1 ^ 


2 


1 


Valley View 


264:94 


•» — 

, 30.2 


2 


2 


4 * 


2 


White Center Heights 


198.70 


24.3 . 


5 


5 


10 


5. 
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4 

Supporf Informafion for Mofrix (Conf'dJ * 

Cosfs * ^ 
. ' (Gonf'd.) 

CollecHon of Cosf Data 

Ttie Task Force members suggested that cost considerations should be given approxi- 
mately equal cohsideration to educational adequacy in evaluating facilities* In view of 
this concern, an attempt has been made to gather pertinent cost informatron on the 
thirty-three elementary schools in the district. 

A cost sheet was developed by the staff and was used for each elementary school to 
gather actual cost figures directly attributable to that school. Average salaries were used 
in all cases, however, fringe benefits were excluded, as were specially-funded personnel 
costs* For utilities the 1974-75 actual costs were used. For program supplies and materials 
the district per pupil budget allocation was used to detemiine the cos^s* Maintenance and 
operation costs, excluding custodians assigned to specific buildings, were computed by 
multiplying the district average square feet cost .78(^ by the square footage of the building* 

For each school's total operating costs, certain costs, which vary little or not at all 
with enrollment, have been^ computed. A percent of the total building costs and a per 
^pupil cost (based on October 1, 1975 enrollment) were then computed* These figures 
have been summarized in Table 5. The data have been organized to point out the rela- 
tionships between non-transferring costs and enrollment factors and display the variation * 
in such costs among schools. The information should prove helpful in: 1) considering 
potential future savings should q facility be'utilized for other than regular school programs, 
2) documenting certain cost trends related to enrollment and building use, and 3) identi- 
fying for further study those schools whose costs vary markedly from comparable schools. 
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Supporting Information for fhe Matrix (Cont'd.) 



Table # 6 



Costs 

. . ^ (Cont'd.) 

Table 6 is used as a graphic means to demonstrate the relationship between the 
projected Non-Transferring Costs and the enrollment of a school. Generally speakii 
• those schools with the lower enrollment have the higher per pupil costs. 



RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN PER PUPIL NON-TRANSFERRING COSTS AND ENROLLMENT 
^ ^ ELEMENTARY SCHOOLS 1975-76 
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Table '7 



ACTUAL COSTS 
1974-75 
DATASHEET^ 



Individual School 
Operational Costs 



Non -Tra nsf erri ng Costs 
Non-Transferring ' ' Percent of the 



Cost 



Total School Cost 



Per Pupil 
Cost 



School 


1974-75 


1974-75 


1974-75 1974-75 


ocvciijr rans 


< 91P 91P O*? 


^ O0,/74.0l 


00 00/ 


t 'OOI OQ 




OOU/ O 1 0* / o 


/ 1 n Q>ifi no 

/ 1 lO,C>4\J.U7 


00 0 

Z7. 7 


zoo.o/ 


J, 

Raw 1 1 • 


oij,oto*oo / 


OA QT«^ CiA 


on n 

oU.U 


z4o.4J 


C#»rlfl rniir<f 


^/Hf U01 • / 1 


Qz 04A ^^n 
OO, «>40. OU 


00 9 
29.3 


OOP A'i 

Zzo.4o 




91R fl^iP 91 


TC riny OA 


9i( 9 J 
04. J ' 


. OAZ 1 C 

^ oUo . 1 0 


1 W 9 1 V 1 W WW 


917 979 7A 


^A*? 090 «^0 
00,70 J. 07 


' 90 9 
oU. z 


* 9A'; QA 
ZOj.OO 




^A7 17A ^1 


1 \AJf OoO. O't 


97 i4 
z/. 4 


z]4.oo^ ^ 




OTP QIO OX 


in*? 07it AO 


27.8 


.^.24 


Hazel Valley 


349, 599,32 


98,696.58 


28.-3 


226.37 


nil 1 top 


301,321 .04 


y 78,703.05 


26.1 


215.62 


Lake Burien 


^ 285,680.37 


81,920.24 


28.7 


223.22' 


fWadrona 


OOC "7 OA JO 

OLD, 720. 4o 


rtA ceo m 

90,553.59 


OT 0 

27.8 


226.95 


AAannarTan 


287, //6.o5 


82,713.72 


28.7 


222.94 


AAarv! stci 


91S 99 


AP 71'i ^^9 
OOff 1 0. Oz 


90 0 

Z7. z 


z4/ . 1 / 


McMlclfAH Hf^mhK 




04 101 'kA 
7*t, 1 z 1 . o*t 


oV. 4 


OA>l 00 

Z04. 07 


nAIrtwnx/ 




04 17A 4n 
74, 1 /0. 4U 


09 1 
zo. 1 


1 77 OZ. 


iTivuiii view 


491 9fl7 ftA 

tz 1 , 70/ .OO 


^ in*l 409 40 ' 
1 Uv5, 40z. 47 


Ov* K 
z4. 0 


OAT OA 

207. oO 




941 '^0'; i4X 


z 1 1 o>i rz 
Ol , 1 O4.0O 


OC 0 


OA^ 0 A 

207.94 


Mnrtk Mill 

iNonn mil 


'JOn ^49*^ OA 
JZU, tZO. zo 


Q7 ozo no 

Of , 707 . UZ ' 


OT >** 

27.4 


224.41 


PnrLcirl* 

rorKSiue 


OZO QOO 1Q 
000,007. lo 


* ono Ai 

o/, 893.01 


24. 2 


194.23 


Kivenon netQ^ts 


OOO C><7 I^A 


"71 OZO OA 

/l,26o.80 


91 n 
> 0 1 . u 


Z/7.40 


JVJIIIKJfl ^iOCfx / 




O0,7*r4. lo 


26.2 


' 91*? 0^ 
^ Z 1 J . 7** 


Shorewood 


316,454.54 


95 312 59 


30. 1 


99*? 94 


Southern Heights 


277 519.14 


83 753 60 


30.2 


9Aft 91 

ZWU. 7 1 


Sunn/dale 


306,009.38 


107 804.95 


35.2 


z70|ao 


Sunny Tenace 


230,057.57 


72,107.87 


. 31.3 


264.13 


Valley View 


215,918.15 


71,296.89 


33.0 


336.30 


WtiTte, Center Heights 


376.383.02 


95,164.57" 


25:3 


196.62 i 


CLOSED SCHOOLS 
September 1975 


Angl^ Lake 


190,993.14 


65,863.74 


34.5 


275.98 


Burien hieights 


167,735.57 


'47,31*0.33 


28.2 


240.15 


Lakeview 


170,858.47 


59,990.31 


35.1 


359.22 


May wood 


\. 252,890.52 


76,165.^^8 


30.1^ 


2^9^07 


North Shorewood 


^53,645.63 
f 


49,263.69 


32.6 


300. 39\ 



TOTAL ... $ 9,456,227.43- 
* Adjusted to exclude Mu I ti -Handicapped Stiidents 



$ 2,717,026.19 

Average 28.7% $ 237.00' 

Range.' 23.1 -35.2% $ 177.36 - 359.22 



ERJC Revised 



TOTAL COSTS refer to atrthe cost factors recorded on the cost analysis sheet for each building: Personnel, 
instruction, 'supplies and materials, utilities, building maintenance and operation, etc. 

NON-TRANSFERRING COSTS refer to tbose*^ilding-level costs which do not vary by pupils but rather stay 
with the building: Principal's, secretary's, arid custodian's salaries, building maintenance and operating .costs 
^ an^ supplies, and uHlitic^ included. % K O 
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PROJECTED CC?!5TS 
1975-76 
-DATASHEET 



Table \ 



If 









Koi ec f ed 






rro jeered ^ 






Individual School 


Non-Transferring 


Percenf of fhe 


Per Pupil 




Operofionol Cosfs 


5 Cosf 


Tofal School Co<f 


K«osr 


( 1 7/0-/0 


1975-76 


1975-76 


1975-76 


Beverly Park 


$ 252,412.57 


$ 76.436 10 


OU. 0 /o 


Z//.70 


BouleVard Park 


385,710.39 


109 518^2 


9ft 


2o7.57 


Bow Lake 


358,162.42 


96,555 80 


9/^ Q 


zUz«o4 


Cedarhursf 


319,458.90 


87 038 42 


97 T 


zpo.oo ^ 


Chelsea Park 


214,228.05 


66 066 58 

WW m w WV # 


ft ^ 


zoo. 00 


Crestview 


208,410.42 


67 935 73 

W# f € Ww# ' W 


^9 f\ 
oz. 0 


. 0 1 4 • OZ 


Des AAoines \ 

: ^^^^ 


1' 351,307,40 


9A.S77 37 


zo. 7 


zlo«4z 


Gregory Heighfs ' , 


450,250.91 


109 562 21 


94 T 


l<>4.76 


Hazel Valley 


.385,448.90 


96 634 78 


o*; 1 
zO. 1 


213.79 


Hi II fop 


305,752.71 


80 734 32 


9A 4 

f ZO. 4 


zoo. 00 


Lake Burl en 


364,661.17 


V ^ 

86 719 'vl 


O*! ft 


185.28 


Madrono 


360,159.56 


93 225 66 


9^ 0 
ZO. 7 


209.97 


Manhoffon 


277,325,^90' 


81,929 70 ^ 


99 

Z7. V 


zoo./y 


Marvisfa 


245,614.77 


68,009 94 

WW/ # * "T 


97 7 
z/ . / 


Z04.7Z 


Mc Micken Heighfs 


^ 305,328.85 


92,630 01 

9 ^ m W WW # W 1 


OU. 0 


Z/4.U0 


Midway 


418,154.42 


95,285 97i 


99 ft 
zz . 0 


1 on >i*7 
I0U.47 


Mounf View 


382,493.56 


TOO 422 29 


9A 

ZO. 0 


zlo%ol 


Normoncly Pork 


237,429.42 


58 469 83 


94 A 


|70«ZO 


^North Hill 


449,529.87 


93*812 18 


9n 0 

zu . 7 


100.47 


Porkside 


338,431.05 


87 230 48 


9*5 ft 


ziu. ly 


RIverton Heighfs 


231,769.55 


70,506.57 


30.4 


295.01 • ^\ 


Salmon Creek 


305,828.70 


85,011.14 . 


27.8 


235.49 


D no rewooo 


^ A*Y7 'i'TA AC 

4z/,o/4.UO 


95,443.21 


22.3- 


167.74 


Southern Heighfs 


268,586.96 


82,987.78 


30.9 


258.53 


Sunnydal e 


293,800.82 


101,310.10 


34.5 


306.07 


Sunny Terrace 


202,452.11 


63,458.75 


31.3 


282.04 


Volley View 


199,047.58 


'60,140.74 


30.2 


264.94 


Whife CenW Heighfs 


372,322.47 


^ 90,408.92 


24.3 


198.70 



TOTAL .... $ 8,911,453.48 
* Adjusted fo exclude Mulfi-Handicoppod Studenfs 



$ 2,392,055.64 

Average . . . \ . 27.4% 
'Range 20.9 - 34.5% 



$ 232.53 
$ 158.47 - 314.52 



TOTAL .COSTS refer fo all the cosf factors recorded on the cosf analysis sheet for each building: Personnel, 
Insfrucfion, supplies and materials, uti I if ies, building maintenance and operofion, etc. 



ERIC 



NON-TRANSFERRING COSTS refer fo fhose bu'ilding-level cos 
$ta/with fhe building: Principal^ secrefary* s, and custodian's so 
cosfs and supplies, and utilities included. 
Revised 1 1-75 cr f> 
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h do not vary by pupils but rather 
building maintenance and operating 



ERIC 



Supporfing Informafion f6r the Mafrix (Conf d») 

Enrol Imenf ' . 

The sfaff developed on enrollmenh facfor for each school which confained fhree 
components: pre^^pT enrollment, percent of capacity enrolled, and ability to absorb 
an increased enrollment.. The scale for present enrollment (October 1975) was developed 
as follows: 

5 = 350 + students 

4 = 300 - 349 students 

3 = 250 -.299 students 

2 = 200 - 249 students 

1 = Less than 200 students 

Aj^ercent of capacity rating was developed for each building, baseJ^on the concept 
fhat a building operating at 90 to 95% of capacity would most ideally be using resources 
while maintaining some flexibility. The following scale for percent of capacity was developed: 

5 = Over 90% capacity 

4 ' = . 86 - 89% of capacity 

3 -= QO 85% of capacity 

2 = . 7^5 -79% of capacity . . 
1 = Less than 75% of capaciiy 

A ranking pf schools on their ability to absorb an increase in studei^s wasydeveloped 
according to the following scale: ,^ 



5 = Able 'to absorb over J0% increase 
4 = Able to absorb 5 - 9% increase 

4% increase 



3 = Able to absorb 0 

2 = . At capacity 

1 = . Over 5% above capacity 

A total for the above three components of enrollment was achieved by multiplying 
the actual enrollment rating figure by 3 (due to its greater significance) and adding that 
figure to the rating figure for eqch of the other two categories. The following scale v^qs 
used to achieve a final oyerall enrollment rating: 

5 = ' 23 or more total points 

4 = 21-22 total points 

3 18 - 20 total points ^ • 

2 =, 15 - 17 tofal points ^ 
1 = 14 or fewer total 'points 
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enro'll'ment 

SUMMA^V ANDT34TA SHEET 




Weighrings 






- X 


3 


X 1 


X 1 






Beverly ParkV 




'I'OO 


T 

3 


9 


' 5 ^ 


2 


16 


2 


Boulevard Park ^, * 




• 80' 


>;5 15 


3 


5 


^2J ' 


5 


Bow Lake 


476' 




5 


15 


5 * 


. . 2 ' 




4 


CedoJ^hursf » 


373 


t 79 


* 5 ' 


15 




5 


22 


4 - ' 


Chelsea Park 

-* 


. 249 
1- 


83 


2 . 


*6 




' ' 5 


14 


1 


Crestyiew ^ 




67' 


r 

2 


. 6 


1 , . 


5 


12 


• • 1 


Des Moines, 


^ 437 


97 


5' 


15 


5 


3 


. 23 


5 


GregoV Heights 


593 


108 


5 


.15 


. 5 


1 


. 21 


*4 


« iHazel Vol fey 


452 


106 


'5 




'^5 


1 


21 


4 


' Hillfop 


343 


98 


4 - 


12 


5 


3 


20. 


3 


Lokd Burien 


468 


99 


5 


15 


5 


3 


23 


5 


Madrprra 


444 


118 


5 


15 . 


5 


1 


21 


4 


Manhattan 


' 355 vr 


84 


5 


15 


;*3 


^5 


23 


5 


Marvista 


267<' 


71 


3 


9 


1 


. 5 ; 


15 


2 


McMicken Heights 


^338 


80 ' 


^ 4 


12 


3 


5 


20 


3 


Midway 


528 


141 


5 


15 


« 5 

c 


1 . 


21 


4 


Mount Sliey^^ 


468 


102 


5 


15 


5 


2 • 


. 22 


4 • 


, KlormnnrK/ P^rL* 


* 

oo^ 


148 


3 ; 


9 


• * 5 


1 


15 


2 


North Hill 


592 


118 


^ ' 5 


15 ' 


5 


1 


21 . 


4 


Parksidc 

' ~ ■ 1 


415 




5 


J 5 


■5 . ' 


2 


22 ^ 


•4 


RivcrtOf^Heighh . 


^ 239 ' 




2 


6 


— K—. 


5 


. 12 


' 1 ^ 


Sdmon Creek 


■ 361 : 


, 103 


• 5 


15 


5/ 


2 ' - 


22 


4 


Shore wood 


569 


108 


5 


15 


5 


1 




^ 4 


Soutjiemr Heights 


321 • 


• -^I " 


* 4. . 


T2 


I 


5 


18 


3 . 


Sunnydale ' 


331 


' 70 


.4 


12 




5 


18 


3^ 


Sunny Terroce ^ 


. 225 


. '90 


2 


6 


' 5 




15 


2 


Valley View 


227 

— 1— ■ 




2 


iS 




4 


15 


2 ' 


White Center Hts. 


455 


114 


^ 5 

4 


15 


-re- 

— ! 


1 


21 ^• 
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Supporfihg Infortnafion for the Mafrix (Conf d.) ^ 

' . Percenf of Enrol l(nent Decline' 

' A percentage of enrol Imenf decline since ^970 was developed for each school . 

*Th'e schools wifh fhe^least decline were rated highest. The schools with the gr^test* 

enrollment decline were rated lowest. The table shpws the rofe df enrollment Je'clin^ 

r ' . 
from 1970 -.J973 and from 1973 - 1975 as weJI as a combined\)^cline from 1970 1975. 

The total decline from 1970 - 1975 wqs used in determining the weighting Vorl-his cate- 

- » * 

gory. The following scale was used: . ' • v 



5 = 


0 - 


10% decline 


c . ♦ • 




4 = 


11." 


19% decline 


% ^ * 




3 = 


20 - 


24% decline i-s' 






2 = 


25 - 


29% decline 






1 = 


Over 


30% decline » 







Table '10 



PERCENT OJ; ENROLLMENT D^CLIh^'E. 

' sJMmary and da{a shiet * 



* 








c / • 
/ - • » 












*^ / 

/ 


• / 

^ . / ^ ^ 

^ / 


/ aO 

• / 

/ ^cT , - 


Beverly P«rk \ \ ' * 


, 26% 


(+ 1)% - 


25% 


2 ■ 


Boul^ardfSrk . 


* - 18 . 


8. ■ 


•25 . 


— ' ■ * '. 

2, 


, Bow Lake- -I - * " • 


• ■•"15 I 


ffl5)* ' 


0. 


» 

5 ■ • 


.^CeckJrhurjf ^ • • » ; 


. '23. .'\ 


• :.2-. • 


,25 


2 • * 


Chelsea Park \ , * ' 


13 • 




t , i 




. ' 3 • • 


Cresfview 

, — • x ^ , ^ 


33 ' ' 


? 

' '26 " 


'50 . ■ 


1 • . 


Des Mofhes * » . ' * " • 


17 . 


15 : ' 


29- 


-• -2 


Gregdry Hefghts 




(+19) 


(+1)* ' 


• ' i 


Hazel ValLey , - - 






' 5.* 


.20; . t 


3, 


'Hilltop ' • ' ' 


. . 6 • ♦ 




. 14 


■ 19 




Lake Bi^rien , / / 


'•26 




(+15) * 


' 13 


4 


Madrona* * • 
- ' T^" ^TT 


13 ;"• . • 


• (+l'4)\* 


(+.5) * . 


. •. 5 • . * 


* Manhattan * . 


'•• 19 


■ 9* 


25 • . 


• 2*^ . « 


... ' • » 
Marvista * • ^ - 

^ i 


.28 


14 


V'37 


, 1\ 


McMicken Heights 


)8 


"iq 


. 2§ 


"2 • ' 




12 


J 




9 


5 


Mount Vi0w . • » ' 

n , 


18 


■ 16 • • 


- 31 




Nbrmandy Park ' 


• 10 . ' 




— .8 




North Hill . . • 


19 


(+27).* , 


T ^ 

..(+10) *^ 


; ■ 5 . ,v 


Parkside . - . • 


S 21 


r2' 


31. . 




'^Riverton Hefphts 


•31 , 


23 ^ 


. 46 




Salmon Crcyek • * * 


• 12* ' 


' ^20 " 


29 = 


:. 


- Shorewood^ » ' \ ' 
. ^ — ^ 


. ^'^ . 




(+23) * 


(+4) *-\ ' • 




Sourtiem He^ts 


. .21 . 


. , 11 . .* 




''}'■'. 


Sunftydcfle . ' 


39 • * 


18 * 


50 : - 




Sunny Tenxice ' * 


17. , . 


25 .s ' 


.37 - 




:^ — K ^ r- 


'.17 




-25. ; 


2 : 


White Center Heights • 1 ' ♦ 






7' 


£ ... 

28 


. 2 . 

-7 * I' ^ V 



* Include? students frbm dosed schools 
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Supporfing Informafion for fhe Matrix (Cont'd.) 

'I 



V • * • ^ Airpqrf Noise Impacf 

\ ^ ^ The exfenfr of oirporf noise impacf on individual schools was defermined hy 

r ' racing edch'sij^ooPs locqfion in relafion fo Average Noise Exposure (ANE) measure^ 
. \,mept$ asxletprmiri^rfby 1973 $fudies conducfpd by fhe Seo-Toc Community Plan. . 
Schopis locaf§d in areas wifh no oircrdff noise impacf received fhe highest rating. 

' ' ' ' 1 = ANE - 40 and over 

2 = ANE - 35 - 39 

3 = ANE- - 30 - 34 

, . * 4 = ANE - 25 - 29 * - ' 

- 3 = ANE - 24 and under 
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Table -^h 




AIRPORT NOISE IMPACT 
SUMMARY AND DATA SHEET 



SCHOOL , / ^ * 


Beverly Park 


3 


—1 

Doulevard rark ^ ^ 


1 


Bow Lake 


3 4 


Cedarhurst " i . 


2 


^nelseo rark 


3 


v^resiView 


4 


*bes Moines 


2 


Gregory Heights ' 


4 


nazel Valley 


3 


n 1 1 1 top ^ 


2 


Lake Burien 


4 * 


/viadrooa 


2 


/v\annaftan 


2 


Marvisto 


3 


McMicken Heights 




Midway, . ■ p 


1 


f 

Moiint View 


M 


Normandy Park ^ 


4 ' 


North^Hill 


2 


Parkside " i 


1 


Rlverton Heights 


2 


Salmon Creek 


4 


Shorewood 


4 


Southern Heights 


1 


Sunnydale ♦ 


>3 ' 


Stfnny Terrace 


( 

•2 


Valley View 


4 


White Center Heights " ^ 


3 



'5^ 




Supporting Information for fhe Mafrlx (Cont'd.), 

alternate Use Factor 

.Each school and school site was rated separately according to its potential 
adaptation for a non-educational use. This evaluation factor scopes highest on 
those buildings and sites which had little potential for alternate, non-educational 
uses. The following scale was used. 



5 = Least potential for alternate use 

4 = Below average potential for alternate use 

3 = r Average potential for alternate use 

2 = Above average potential for alternate use 

1 . = Greatest potential for alternate use 



A total of the site and building factors was computed. A final rating for an 
alternate use foptor was dgvelop^ed according to the following scale: 

5 = 9 or 10 total points 

4 = 7 or 8 total points ' ^ 

^3 ' = 6 total points 

^ • 2 = 4 or 5 total points 

1 = 2 or 3 total points 
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Table* 12 



ALTERNATE USE FACTOR 
SUMMARY AND DATA SHEET 



ERLC 



SCHOOL . 


/ 
/ 

/ O^ 


/ ..<?'^''^ 

/ 

/ <^^%^ 

/ ^ 


/ 

/ -e^ 

/ >^Oo^ 

/ ^ 


/ 

/ 

/ <<r 


Beverly Park 


3 


4 


7 


4 


Boulevard Park 


2 „ 


4 


6 


3 


Bow Lake 


4 


2 


6 


> 3 - 


Cedarhurst 


4 


3 


7 


4 


Chelsea Park 


1 


2 


3 


1 


Crestview 


4 


1 


5 


2 ^ 


Des Moines 


3 


3 


6 


3 


Gregory Heighh 


4 


5 


9 


5 


Hazel Valley h 


4 


5 




5 


Hilltop 


' 4 = ' 


1 


5 ' 


2 


Lake Burien 


5 


4 


9 


5 


Modrona 


2 


3 


■ 5 


2 


Manhattan 


3 


1 


4 


2 


Marvista ' 


5 


2 


7 


4 


McMicken Heights 


4 


4 


8 


4 


Midway 


2 


2 


4 


2 


Mount View 


3 


4^ 


7^ 


4 


Nomiandy Park 


5 


3 


8 


4 


North Hill 


3 




4 


2 


Pdrkside 


5 


2 


• 7 


4 


Riverton Heights 


5 


1 


6 


3 


Salmon Creek 


4 


2 


6 


. 3 


Shorewood 


4 


3 


7 


4 


Southenr) Heights 


3 


1 


4 


2 


Sunn/dale 


1 


5 


6 


3 


Sunny Terrace 


3 


3 


6 


3 


Valley View 


4 


5 


9 


5 


White Center Heights 


3 




6 




r 
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• * » ^ » 

' Supporting Infermafion for fhe Matrix (Conf'd.) 

■% 

Modernizafion Pofenfial 

Each school was evoluofed for ease of modernizafion. Factors cortsidered 

were: general plan of fhe building, fhe nafure of fhe structural components^ fhe 

location of utilities, the type of inferior partitions/ and heat and ventilation 

redesign requirements for larger or smaller spaces* The rating scale Used for each of 

the abbve was as follows: - . ^ / 0^ 

^ " . ' \ 

5 = Most favorable fo- future alteration 

4 = Favorable for future alteration . ' 

3 ^ Average for future alteration , 

2 =. Less than average potential for future alteration 
1 = Least favorable for future alteration 

A total for all factors was cdmpiled. The buildings were then rated from . 
5 to 1 according to their total . The scale used was: 

5 = 23 30 total points 

4 = 19 -22 

3 = 17 - 18 
' 2 = 15 -16 

1 = 10-14 
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Table ' 13 



MODERNIZATION POTENTIA-L 
SUMMARY AND DATA SHEET 




ERIC 



Beverly Park > 


4 


3 


2 


3 


3 


2 


17 




Boulevard Parx 


2 


3 / 


^2 


3 


2 


3 


15 


/ 2 


■Bow Lake ' / 


2 


3 


3 


3 


2 


2 


15 


2 


Cecwrhurst / y 


4 


3 


4 ' 


5 


3 


2 


21 


4 


Chelsea Park « O ^ 


1 


3 


1 


3 


2 


2 


12 


1 


Crestview 


3 


3 


1 


3 


3 


1 


14 


1 


Pes Moines 


3 


3 


3. 


3 


3 


3 


18 


3 


Gregory Heights 


2 


2 


"2 


3 


3 


3 


15 


2 


MozH Valley 


3 


3' 


1 


3 


3 




16 


2 


ntlltop 


3 


3 


3 


3 


3 


2 


17 


3 


1 -.1 ft • 
Lake Bun en 




-^3 


- 3 


3 ' 


3 


3 


17 


3 


Madrono 


2 


3 


5. 


3 


3 


2 


18 


3 


Manhattan ^ > 


3 ' 


3 


3 


3 


3 


2 


17 


3 


Marvista ^ . 


2 


^ 3 


3 


3 


4 


5 


20 


4 


McMicken Jleignts 


3 




' 2 ' 


3 


3 


2 


15 


2 


Midway , ' 


2 


■ '3' 


3 


3 


3 


2 


16 


2 


Mount View 


3 


2 


1/5* 


3 


2 


3 


16 


2 


-Normandy Park 


2 


• 3 




3 


' 3 


1 


15 


2 


North Hill ^ • 


7 


3 


3 


3 


— s*" 

3 ^ 


2' ♦ 


16 " 


2 


Park side • 


3 


3 


,3 


3 


3 


2 


17 




Rivertoo Heights 


^ 3 


3 


5 


* 3 


- 3 


2 


19 


4 


Salmon Creek 


2 


^ -3 


5 


3 


. 3 


2 


J8 


3 


Shorewood 


3 


3 


2/5* 


3 


3 


2 


-16 


3 


Southern Heights 


2 


3 


5- 


, 3 


2 


,2 


' 17 • 


* 3 


Sunnydale 


2 


.3 


1 


3 


3 


3 


15 


• ^ 2 


Sunny Terracfe 


2 


3 


5/ 


3 


3 


2 


18 


^ 

3 


Valley View 


5 


rs * 


. 5 ' 


5 


5 


1- 


26 




White Center Heights , 


5/2\ 


5/3* 




5/3* ' 


5/3* 


5/3* 


25 


5 


* Addition/OrlglnaU 
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SupporHng InformqHon for fha Mafrix (Conf'dJ 



• Building Capacity 

• 

Each school's enrol Imenf capacify was developed by mulHplying fhe number of 
classrooms by 25 (students). _ This Is the State Board of Education's method of deter- 
mining capacity of a facility. This figure is contained in the Master Plan for the , 
Highline Public Schools . An adjusted building capacity was used in this section. To 
determine an adjusted^capacity, substandard classrooms were deleted. In addition. In 
schools which did not have a resource center, a deduction of one classroom was made. ^ 
Each building was rated from 5 to 1 according to the number of students the facility 
could house. The' standard used was: 

% = 35(>f 

^- 4 = 300 -349 

3 = 250 - 299 

2 = 200 - 249 

1 = Less fhan 200 
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BUILDING CAPACITY 
NUMMARY AND DATA SHEET 



SCHOOL 




Bevprlv PaAc / . • * 


07^; ' 
^/O 


0 


Boulevard Par\c 


0/ 0 


C 

0 




4/0 


5 


t pHflrniir<f * 






Cbelseo Park 




4 


Crest view ' 


0£0 


4 


Des Moines 




c 
0 


Gregory Heights 




0 


Hazel Valley 






Hilltop 4 


350 


0 


Lake Burien 


47*? 


0 


* Madrono 




c 
0 


Manhattan 


49S 


0 


Morvista 


O/ 0 


0 


McMicken Heights ^ 


425 


5 


Midway* 


375 


5^ 


Mount View 


450 


5 


Normandy Parfc 


200 


2 


North Hill ^ 


500 


5 


Parkside 


400 


5 ^ 


Riverton Heights 


325 


4 


Salmon Creek ^ 


350 


'5 


Shorewood 


525 


5 


Southern Heights 


450 


5 


Sunnydale 


475 


5 , 


Sunny Terrace 


250 


3 


Valley View 


250. 


3 


White Center Heights 


400 


'5 . 



" Excluding Multi-Handicapped (8 rooms) 
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Supporfing InformaHon for fhe Matrix (Conf'd.) 




Traffic and S^afefy Con^idffrafions . " 

Each school was evdiuated according fo fhe froFFix; and safefy factors 

i 

operating arourid the buijdjngn— Dtafq^ajhe Master Plan for the Highline Public 
Schools^ locatibn Qpcrossing guards, and locations of major traffic arterials were 
considered. Therrafing scale used was: A 



5 = No hazards 

* > 

I 4 = Favorable traffic conditions 
3 =' Average traffic conditions 
2 = Some traffic concerns 



r 



'1 = Severe fraffic hazards and crossing guards 
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TRAFFIC AND SAFETY CONSIDERATIONS 
SUMMARY AND DATA SHEET 



Table' 15 



SCHOOL 



Beverl/ Park ^ . - - 


3 


Boulevard Park 


* 1 / 


Bow Lake « 




Cedarhurst ' 


1 

1 


1^ 

Chelsea Park ♦ * \ 


3 


Crestview 


3 


f ; 

Des Moines 


I 


Gregory Heights 


5 


Hazel Valley 


3 


Hilltop 


3 


^ 1 

Lake Burien . ^ 


, 3 


Madrono ^ 




Manhatfan 


4 


Morvista ^ 


3 


^ Mc Mi qk en Heights 


' 5 


Midway ^ 


1 


•Mount View 


2 


Normandy Park 


5 ' 


North Hill . 


2 


Parks! de 


4 


Riverton Heights 


5 


Salmon Creek 


/ 1 


Sliorewood 


2 


Southern Heights 


r2 


Sunnydale 


1 


Sunny Terrace 


3 


Vqjley View 


2 


Wkt© Center Heights 


. 3 
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ALTERNATIVE USE 
of 

SPACE 
' or 

FACILITY 




, 1 



tASK FORCE^- ENROLLMENT RECLINE 
Alf^rnaf.ive Use of Spq^ce or" Facility 




Infrodoofion ; , 

Escc^ss space caused by declining enrol fih^t will have dn imporfant.rmpacf on 
t4ie Hig^iline SchobI Djsfrict oyer rfie hexf several- y^oK. Prioi4fies and various 
directidns in which fhe district could m.ove wer^ sfudied^^-tlie'Task Force^cl are-- 
reporfecj in f his section . The establishnfenf pf priorities at fhis fhne was m^ant f«' 
clarify fhe options available so fhof decisions may be ba^d on solid informafioh.gnd 
developed fhrough o planned process. * 

Thefollowmg'sfafements summarize fhe consensus of the Task Force- * - 

1 . Fulf-illing educational needs- is-pf first importance; meeting communfty 
n^eds is second; allowing private or commercial. usages is t.hird;-qnd 
redeveloping^ tlie site shoujd be' the firtal ccrfT^lderation . , 

Outside agencies^rgtoups. which lease or rent district facilities should 
be responsible for covering, tfi^oiti',^)^ operation ond ' 

cfepreciafion of fhff facilifi«| uf«d. ' * - fit 

3. In phanninjj^for alterhofe facility use, the district will n««d-to establish 
- q process and timeline whiqh allows the district* to toke advantage x>f 

facility usofe opportunities wit^ neither long delayi nor hurried decisbns. 

4. The commrttee. suggests encouraging oofiide agencies and groups to submit"^ 
. • . - ideas for usage of spac'e-and 'facilities -that may become' a vailabJe^ •"'•* ■ 

In determining building use' pciorities-, the Tqskf orc^-specificglly considerfed 

• ^ * • • , ^ . * ' ' • * * 

thefollow^g: • , • " ^ , 

''-1'.'^ P^Kibk Changes In District Organizational Patterns Tl. * - 
*2.. District Uses • . ^ . ' . * ^ 

. 3. ; Non -Profit Organ izatloiyil Uses ■ '4*" • \ ^ 

"•\ " ' " ^ • ' " * ' . * ^ '* * ' 

' '4. Private Uses- : *^ . . - « 



* . 'Possible Changes irx Jistrict Orgc/nizatJongf Rqtfe^ns' * . • ' • 

, .A number of f\[» (ssei of spdc^ sirggested hbW implicafior^s for ej^fending or 
J.. ^ - ciTanging ofganijujftenal^^af ferns. Such possible fchanges include (nof in order of 
priorify): _ ' * * 



..... Cenfer School Concept/ \ 
^ Y^ar^Round Schools . . 



»0 



. . The 4-4-4 poffern of grouping school grades ' • ^ ; 

J ^ • . • . Exfenjsion of ppogrd(n fo^dur-yebr-olds ^arly^chrldhood education) ' y \ 

^ • • • • Paired schools (K-^^grcdes inooe school, grades 4-6 in neighbpriwg schocrf). < 

. • . . DistrHpf-wMJe dqyfime eommur1ify*i?h6ols prograrps* , . " • ^ ^'^ 

. . : . Esfablishmenf of "alfernafive"'schdbls . ^ ; ; ' ' 

* . » t 

•DJstricfrrUses . . " *'f.-.. • , 

! • Parfial Use of BuMdings . ; ' • ' - • 

1 . Use space fhaf becornes available of -each level^rb fulfil I'educafiondl. 

.* ' - admimsfrafiv^e and pperafipndl needs being mefin some schools but'noP' 

Inofhers. liuch needs mighf incluc^Q:* '. ♦ • • ' ^ 

J|i , * , Resource Centers' . ; //.^ ' Mpsic jeoching Areas 

• ^ • . ^ Storage ^ . * ' . , . • ' ^ SpecrdrReadirvg Areas . 

/.Auyio-Visubl R<^ms " ' ' Small Group Instructional Space 

^ * Tutoring Areas - » ' Gross Age Tutor irtg 

'1 ' ! ,^ Admmistration Offices " Appropriate Work Spac^or Teachers 

• r Speciali^sfs* Offices Tutoring by Adults 

' 2.' Reserve space for newjdeas being contemplated to fulfil heducationol, , 
\ ' ' qdministrative and operational needs of the schod clijtrict. Such needs 
mjgVjt include: . ' ^ ' 

* * * . • Industrial Arts Room^ . . Ret rea> Rooms 

Science Lpbs ^ ' Private Space for Teachers -to Confer 

•r \ Horticultural Labs . • ^ with Students 

Multi -Service Rooms for ' TV .Centers * . " 
^ . • • Cooking, Art and Carpentry * . 



V 
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Disfricf Uses (Cdnt'd.I . ' 7"^ 

" ' , '''/"Partial-Usfes^of Biiildings' " * 

.. . . • . • ' ^ . • ■■ 

_ 3. Starf some "Center School 'V programs in elementary school space! 

4., ^v-.-LTse roqmc for special secondary progroms or classes (such as aufo 
, ; ^ m'echdntcs/ dramq^.cvifural arts). where there noy/ is insufficient space, 

/\5: , Provide several. rqopris district-\yide for community schools* programs 
• , • ' .which have'iprg? spacear storage requirements. 



. . PfQvifle rooms foi' additional daytime Community Schools' classes. 

.7. " .Reserve some rooms fbr meeting spaces and mseryice training only. 

o- Use parT of a building^ fo provide a Teacher Cenfer for district sfaff. 

^ ' * 9. Establish preschool ifi tRe wing of a Building when it is compatible with 

othe? uses. ^ * ^ . 

10^ Place the oyerjoad of re'gular high school classes in extra space in elempntary 
school's. - • \ 

I " * Place administrdtion for all federal and state special grant programs at ' * 

^> one school. * ' • . 

12. Provide spec iql reading Iqbs for adults of our.cbmmunity as w^ll as schdgl 

" children. " / ' . ^ * 

V- . ^ ' • - ^ 

* ' . Establish day care centers or preschool centers.; ' 

' . ^'°5e or demolish old parts of structures and use only the newer wings^ 

c " ' where appropriate..* ' , / 

^5. Close wing(s),of schools where design allows this to be donfe inoffensively' 
. (not prioritized). V 

, • ^- . • 

'i . * Totd Use of Buildings or Sites . - • « • 

1. Create a district-wide facility ((;:enter School) for: • - 

a-. advanced work in^the area^ of dama, nrfuslc, art, cultlJra^ enrichment; 
reading (and basic skills) laboratory for primary through adult; 

c . qn "arternative" school fof students of all ages^ included gifted; 

d. a special trpining center for all levels of^ifdents for advanced work 
in such subjects as language, mathematics and science. 



Disfricf Uses (Cont'd.) • 

. ^ Tofal Use of Buildings or Sites 

■ . • (Cont'd.) 



2> Creafe a Teacher Center: work space, fools, maferials, efc.^ for 

, developing curriculum materials apd feacher skills and exchange of ideas. 

3, \ Creafe a "Model" school where the districf can try ouf and demonstrate new 

ideas or innovafions^ perhaps in connection wifh^ "Teacher Center." 

4. -tsfablish additional storage or depository facilities. 

5.. Convert several elementary buildings to middle schpols — change the ^ , 
junior highs to rrttddle schools. (The 4-4-4- plan vyas not popular with 
the subcommittee). 



Use of Sites Having No Buildings 
« * 

1. Create playfields. 

2. ^Use for vocational agriculture. 

3. Make sites available for usage as parks. 

4. Establish ecological study areas.' ^ 

5. Provide gardenUites; ^ 

6. Create an archQe^logt||l site. 

7. "Establish our own farm site including animals. 
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Use by Non-Profif Organizafions ^ 

9 

Parfial Use of Building ' * 

1. Provide space for <:ommunify use such, as commynify. schools" (dayfime -^^ 
acflvlfles), recreoHon, parks, odulf educoflon/ branch libraries, culfurbl 
events, day-care centers, preschools, qn arf pavilion, festival planning, 
field house, theater gro6ps and art guilds, when fiscally appropriate. 

2. Allow use by the Park Department, government agenoies on all leyels. 
Might include industrial training center. District Court,, family counseling, 
vocational training, out-patient clinics, heart watch and community health 
offices. Department of Institutions' learning center,_glcohol education 

^ center,- drug education center and Reintegration'' center for institutionalized- 

youth. This should not include uses that rnight be unacceptable In the commu- 
nity, , such as an animal center compound. 

3. Provide space for community organizations such as senior citizens' groups, * 
ethnic groups, grandparents' organization. Such facilities might be partially 
staffed by retired or semi -retired people from the field of education or - -~ * 

^ community services. 

, ^' Ef^a'^'i'fi roons ^or oganlza^lons such as Scouts, Junior Acliievement, U.G.N. 

agencies, Campf ire. Big Brothers, Juvenile Court, Community Planning, ' . 
« YMCAandYWCA. ' . 

5. ^ Shore facility with other educationally related organizations (extension,. 

adult^ducation centers or community colleges) with each group sharing 
tninimaT maintenance, upkeep. 

6. Invlfe civic, efhnic, educator, education-re lafed gvoK^pk and individuals fo 
submif proposals fo local, stafe and federal agencies and fhe school disfricf 
fo sponsor fheir ideas ^which would require parfial use of a school building or 
sife. The disfricf should defermin^ minimum upkeep and maintenance for 
whatever space is requested and available . Offer disfricf aid to groups or 
individuals in fhe preparation of sUch proposals. 

7 . Provide Inexpensive places for community clubs and groups fo meet (for 
social, square dances, whatever). 

8. Lease or sell for a community health facility, such as a mental health clinic , 

Of free medical/dental clinic. . ' 



Provide space for low cost meals for senior citizens. 

73 
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Use by Non-Profif Organizafions (Cont'd.) 



V 



\ 



5. 
6. 
7. 
8. 



Total Use of Buil4ing or Site 



■Rurn info local "fuition" vocaflonal school for our communify (similar fo 
fhe Renfon Technical fnsfitufe). 

Sale or lAise to governmenfal.agency (includes cify, county, state offices^ 
paries^ playfields, govei:nmental and community centers and courts). 

Lease or sell to apy community-based non-profit service organizafions, e.g<. 
Boys Club, etc . 

Lease or sell for community health facility, such as a mental health 
clinic or free medical/dental clinic . - 

Use for the expansion of library facilities (especially sou.th end of district). 

Lease one facility to a va^^iety of different small agencies or organizations 

Convert to meeting place and cafeteria for^senior citizens. 

Community museum. » 



Private Uses 

1, 
2, 
3. 
4. 



• Partial Use of Building 
Rent or lease to special schools — danp^, art, etc, 
Rent or lease to preschdols. 
Rent or lease to privatepr parochial schools. 
Lease gym facilitjjes to service organizations. 



ERIC 



Total Use of Building or Site 

t^ase space to private commercial use, such qs a beauty school, pottery 
guilds business school, art school, dance school, at reduced rate in cases 
where some training for hjgh school youth can be provided in cohjunction 
with the use. 
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PrivQfe Uses (Cont'd.) 



Total Use of Building or Site 
(Cont'd.) 



2. Lease building to business community for educationally related needs, 
e.g., vocational and career tralnlnl^ Boeing Education, Center, etc. 

3. Lease or sell to a church with large programs for yo^h. 



• 4. 



Rent, lease, or sell for medical-dental clinic. 

5. Renf or lease or sell fo private or parochial schools'. " ^ 

6. Lease facillfies fo service organizations. 

7. ^ Lease or sell fo be used as office space, small shopping mall, etc. 

8. Convert to nursing home. * 

9. Rent, I.ease or sell for'light industry. 



Sale of Building or Site 

1. ' Sell land for appropriate commercial uses where zoning is compatible. 

2. - SelUacarrt sites to private developer to build homes, multiple-family 

dwellings. 



4 
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TASK FORCE - ENROLLMENT DECLINE 
Conclusions and Re comm enda f Ions 



The purpose of fhls Task Force was fo study fhe programs, facilifles, and ■ 
alfernafives of fhe Highline School District as they relate. to enrollment decline. 
More specifically, fhe Task Force was to: , • 

1) establish criteria for identifying facilities -where changes should 
be cdnsidered, 

^) identify and prioritize alternatives for use of excess classroom 
space, 

3) determine a process for involving fhe community in fhe develop- 
"ment of awareness', understanding, and for providing input prior ' 
to making changes in schools because of enrollment decline. 

The criteria for facility evaluation are found in the Facility Considerations 
section and the alternatives are identified in the Alternative Use of Space or Facility 
section. \ 

Process of Community Inv olvement. 

The four-phase process for involving fhe community which follows sugg^ests fhe * 
purpose of e^l/Jhase, fhe methods to be used and special concerns where appropriate, 
The process for .carrying out the involvement of the community has been set up in four 
phases, which are outlined on fhe following pages The purpose of each phase has been 
idenfifi^, along w^ffi methods and special concerns which should be considered. A 
specific timeline has also been suggested; however, it is recognized fhat there may 
appropriately be some overlapping of fhese four specific phases. i . * 
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Procgss of Community tnvqivemenf (Cont'd.) 



Recommended 
Timeline 



July- 
through 

September 
1974 





PHASE 1 


• 

ORIENTATION TO DECLINING ENROLIMENT AND ITS • 
RAMIFICATIONS . 


Purpose: 


hformqtionol stage for general, and broad awarenesjs' 
and understanding for aU the publics affected. This 
Includes process for invoTving communify and infor- 
mation on facility evaluations and alternative uses 
of space. ' ^ 


Methods: 


Methods of communication described as "one-way" 
would be expected to predominate. ^ 


Special 
Concerns: 

5 


Garnering support of key groups* District staff and 
area media people should be among the first to be 
involved arid in more detail due to type of involve- 
ment, understanding, and support needed fpom-them. 

^ ^ • ' 



September 

through 

December 
1974 , 




\ 



PHASE 2 



INPUT/OUTPUT 
Purpose; 



Offer opportunity for people in community to express 
opinions, suggestions, ask questions, etc^ Allow ^ 
district to ^present more specific information and 
receive input on a more personal or interest basis. 



Methods; It is intended that ail community injjut cdncerning 
a school snoijld be presented for consuJeration prior/ 
to Phase 3. txploration of specific alternatives Wll 
be a part of this phase* Described in "exchange/of 
information" section most heavily relied/on. pie two- 
way exchange should be applied in a mdnner so' that 
opportunity for community input will be cjDlnsiderecl 
prior to implementing Phase 3. 
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Process 6f Community Involvement ' (Cont'd •) 



Recommended 

Timeline^/-^ 

January 

through 

February 
1975 



March 
1975 

and through 
implementation 



SCHOOL BOARD'S DECISION ^^^^^^ ^ 

AND POST-DECISION INFORMATION DISSEMINATION 


Purpoit: 


i 

To communicate the use of community input in the 
decisioo-making process, rationale for decisions 
and the decisions to be impleme,nted. 


Methods: 


Such methods os the following might be used: 


• 


. . . News releases 

• • . Home School publication 

• • • School Bulletins 
. . . Staff meetings 

. Neighborhood meetings 

• • . Meetings with special interest groups 


Special 
. Concerns: 


The decision should be communicated with feeling 
of-certainty or "finality". In order to do so, it is 
.important that enough time be allowed during 
Phase^2 for all input to Be gathered and considered 
prior to Phase 3. 






> * PHASE 4 


IMPLEMENTATION * / ^ , 


Purpose: 


Insure smooth transition. 


Methods: 


Communications during this period are to be considered 
equally important to pred(ecision communications. 




The communify, or communities, should be mformecf 
regarding all the implementation steps and provided 
input and evaluation by those affected in order to 
facilitate a positive transition for students, parents 
and community groups* 
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Task Force RecommendaHons , . * , ; 

The following specific recommendafions are based on fhe Task Force findings: 

V. The school district should continue the precedent of involving citizens in 
decisions which have eff^ect or impact upon the community. 

2. ^ The district staff should prepare additional information which may be 

required to answer the concerns oT the various publics. * , 

3. Priority for community involvement should be given parents and taxpayers. . 
- Others who need to be considered in the process include district personnel, 

students, governmental units, civic as well as business groups. 

/ 

4. Involvement of the community must emphasize and assure opportunity for 
two-way exchange of information. 

5. The Facility Evaluation Matrix should be used as an initial indicator to 

identify schools where further stucjy should be made for possible implemen- ^ 
tation of suggested alterndtives. * . 

6. School Board decisions regarding alternative uses of buildings or sites should 
be based on such data as included in the Facility Evaluation Matrix but should 
also include certain factprs which may not fit the matrix pattern, e .g., airport 
expansion. / 

7« Further study is^eded by district staff to determine the point at which 

decTtning enrollment and rising cosh indicate a school should be considered 
for cjosure/ 

8. /^ The district staff should further analyze the costs per individual school to 

^ . detertnine specific. reasons for variances. . ^ ^ 

9. Alternate disposition of excess space in schools should be implemented with the 
foltowtng priority. 1) educational uses, 2) governmental and community 
non-profit uses, 3) commercial and private uses, apd 4) sale or demolition. 



/ 
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Task Force Recommendafions (Cont'(;| . ) 



10. 



11 



12. 



All partial alternative uses of schools must be compatible with educational 
use of facilify . 

All non-educafional alfernafive uses of facilifies must be financiaHy* 
se(^-^upporfing and accepfable fo fhe neighboring communlfy. 

The District staff musf proceed In collecting data on secondary schools in ' 
anticipation of corollary problems which-will become a concern dt that level 
when the elementary enrollment decline reaches the secondary schools. 




"J 
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fions Concerning fhgUse of fhls Report 



3) 



4) 



\ Declining enrollmenf creafes problems for which there are no simple 
answers; therefore, a decision-making process is recommended which 
fakes info conslderaflon such factors as fhe effects upon the educational 
program, the financial picture, the desires -and needs of the community 
and the facilities available withiathe district. Because the Impact of 
enrollmenf declInPvarles between grade levels and from school to school, 
the problem Is more complex. 

I 

The data provided aboOt existIng>.conditIons, cost figures and projections 
should be used for guidance purposes but should nofbe the only criteria 
used. In individual cases, factors such as airport acquisition of school 
pi'operty may override all' other considerations: 

All alternati ves should be carefully weighed before a decision is reached. 
A solution to a declining enrollment situation in one Instance may not be 
appropriate for a difftrent set^of circumstances. * i 

Although the process recommended in this report iflcludes a timeline for o 

implementation within ^the next year. It also qan be consiclered fa model 

for future use. c « • 

Because the Task force htis concentrated on only one issue— that of declining 
enrollment— there is a need for this plan to be integrated with total district 
long-range plans, . 



» / 

' / 

/ 

; - / 



